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Executive Summary �
The I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and High-Occupancy Vehicle 

(HOV) Project limits extend from I-5 in Seattle to 92nd Avenue NE in 

Yarrow Point, where this project transitions into the Medina to SR 202: 

Eastside Transit and HOV Project. The overall geographic area contains 

three study areas: Seattle, Lake Washington, and Eastside transition 

area. The Seattle study area includes the I-5, Portage Bay, Montlake, 

and West Approach areas (Exhibit 7). The Lake Washington study area 

extends from near 47th Avenue NE east across Lake Washington to 

Evergreen Point Road. The Eastside transition area study area begins at 

Evergreen Point Road and extends east to 92nd Avenue NE. This report 

also evaluates effects that might occur from the transport of pontoons 

that would be used to build the new floating bridge, as well as from the 

production and transport of supplemental pontoons.  

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) initiated the 

Section 106 process for this undertaking in April and May, 2009, 

coordinating with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), affected Indian 

Tribes, and other consulting parties. As the lead federal agency, Federal 

Highway Administration (FHW A) conducts government-to

government consultations with the Tribes. WSDOT has assisted FHWA 

with previous consultations in this study area, beginning with the 

Trans-Lake Washington Study and continuing through the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). (The Introduction on pages 1-2 

explains the environmental documentation process for the project.) The 

consultations will continue through project design and construction. 

The study area, which contains many historic properties, is considered 

to have a high level of archaeological sensitivity. The study area lies 

within lands and waters once occupied by Lakes Duwamish Indians 

whose descendants are enrolled into several federally recognized 

Indian Tribes including the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Suquamish 

Tribe, Snoqualmie Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes, and the Yakama Nation, as 

well as the non-federally recognized Duwamish Tribal Services.  

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the geographic area within which 

an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the 

character or use of historic properties (36 CFR Section 800.16[d]). For 

this project, the APE consists of three components: 
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1.� The known or anticipated construction limits that include staging 

and laydown areas 

2.� A buffer area (one property deep or 200 to 300 feet from the 

construction limits, as appropriate) that includes sufficient area to 

encompass historic structures, commercial buildings and 

residences, historic districts, and public facilities (including parks 

and bridges) that might be directly or indirectly affected by 

demolition, change of land use, noise, dust, vibration, visual 

quality, or other effects 

3.� Additional areas outside the construction footprint such as the 

entire Roanoke Park Historic District, the entire Washington Park 

Arboretum, and all the navigable waters of Portage Bay 

WSDOT determined the APE for the project in consultation with the 

SHPO, and also sought comments from the identified concerned Tribes 

and other consulting parties. The SHPO concurred with the initial APE 

in April 2009. Further comments from consulting parties resulted in an 

expanded APE, and the SHPO concurred with this revised APE in 

August 2009. 

Seattle 
The cultural resource investigation identified one known archaeological 

site, the Miller Street Landfill (45KI760) and a culturally sensitive 

landform on Foster Island. If the Miller Street Landfill is determined 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

and project-related activities adversely affect the site, mitigation would 

be required. No formally documented  Traditional Cultural Properties 

(TCPs) currently exist within the Seattle study area; however, FHWA is 

considering Foster Island (located within the Washington Park 

Arboretum) to be a TCP and is treating it as eligible for the NRHP 

although a formal determination of eligibility for this property is yet to 

be completed. Further documentation and analysis will be undertaken 

to identify TCP boundaries . All of the design options affect this 

property to varying degrees, and appropriate mitigation measures will 

be developed in consultation with WSDOT, FHWA, the SHPO, and 

interested tribes to mitigate any potential adverse effect. 

In the Seattle study area, there are 12 previously identified historic built 

environment properties: 8 properties listed in the NRHP, including 

1 historic district; 1 property listed in the Washington Heritage Register 
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(WHR) (2009) but not in the NRHP; and 3 designated Seattle landmarks 

that are not listed in either the NRHP or the WHR. (There are actually 

nine designated Seattle landmarks in the Seattle study area, but five of 

them are also listed in the NRHP, and one of them is listed in the 

WHR.) 

The cultural resources analysts surveyed 217 built environment 

properties in the Seattle study area. Of these, 141 are eligible for the 

NRHP, either individually or as contributing elements to a historic 

district, and 76 are not eligible for the NRHP. The SHPO concurred 

with these determinations of eligibility in August and October, 2009. 

There are two NRHP historic districts in the APE. The Roanoke Park 

Historic District was listed in the NRHP in July 2009. The survey 

identified one NRHP-eligible historic district, known as Montlake. 

�x The entire Roanoke Park Historic District is within the APE, with 

101 properties. Eighty of these are contributing resources to the 

district, including Roanoke Park itself and the individually listed 

Parsons House.  

�x The Montlake Historic District is only partially located within the 

APE. There are 145 properties from the Montlake Historic District in 

the APE; 109 of the properties are contributing to the district, 

including 35 that are individually eligible (that is, eligible 

independent of the district) and the individually listed Seattle Yacht 

Club, and 36 properties are not contributing to the district. 

Excluding those properties that are located in historic districts, the 

survey identified 33 individually eligible properties within the Seattle 

study area of the APE. The SHPO concurred with these determinations 

of eligibility in August and Septem ber, 2009. In summary, the Seattle 

study area in the APE contains 231 historic properties that are either 

listed in, or eligible for, the NRHP, including two historic districts. 

Not all of the potential e ffects to historic properties from construction of 

the project are known at this time. This report discusses potential 

construction effects that might occur where they have been identified. 

Once a preferred alternative has been selected and more detailed 

construction effects can be evaluated, additional effects determinations 

on historic properties specific to construction can be made. 

Based on available information, several effects to historic properties of 

the built environment were identified from both construction and 
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operation of the 6-Lane Alternative options. Some of these effects 

would be considered adverse (all effects determinations are 

preliminary, pending SHPO concurrence), as noted below. This list is 

not intended to be exhaustive, and additional adverse effects 

determinations might be added once all construction effects are known. 

�x� National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

Northwest Fisheries Science Center (property identification number 

[ID] 56) – would experience an adverse effect under design 

Option A 

�x� Montlake Bridge (property ID 54) – would experience an adverse 

effect under design Option A 

�x� 2111 East Shelby Street (property ID 90) – would experience an 

adverse effect under design Option A 

�x� Montlake Historic District (property ID 238) – would experience an 

adverse effect under design Options A and L 

�x� 2158 East Shelby Street (property ID 79) – would experience an 

adverse effect under design Option L 

�x� 2159 East Shelby Street (property ID 80) – would experience an 

adverse effect under design Option L 

�x� Pavilion Pedestrian Bridge (property ID 216) – would experience an 

adverse effect under design Option L 

�x� Montlake Boulevard Pedestrian Overpass South (property ID 221) – 

would experience an adverse effect under design Option L 

�x� Montlake Boulevard Pedestrian Overpass North (property ID 222) – 

would experience an adverse effect under design Option L 

At this time, WSDOT, on behalf of FHWA, has not made a definitive 

Section 106 effect determination for the project. Once a preferred 

alternative has been selected and all effects can be fully evaluated, a 

determination of effect for the project will be made. As noted earlier, all 

effects determinations are preliminary, pending SHPO concurrence. 

WSDOT has made every attempt to identify all foreseeable effects to 

historic properties and has disclosed them in this document for review 

and comment. This will help the public and decision-makers 

understand the range of potential effects for each option and suboption 

of the 6-Lane Alternative. Ongoing consultation with the state 

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP), affected 
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Tribes, and other Section 106 consulting parties will also help WSDOT 

make a determination of effects after the preferred alternative is 

selected. If the project is determined to have an adverse effect on 

historic properties, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

(NHPA) requires consultation to resolve the adverse effect, usually 

culminating in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).  

Lake Washington 
The Lake Washington study area contains no known prehistoric or 

historic archaeological resources. Additional investigations are 

recommended near the eastern Lake Washington shoreline north of the 

Evergreen Point Bridge and where the replacement approach structure 

would be built. No TCPs were identified for this area. 

There is one identified built environment historic property in the Lake 

Washington study area, the Governor Albert D. Rosellini/Evergreen 

Point Bridge. The bridge has been determined eligible for the NRHP. 

Although it has not yet reached 50 years of age, it was accepted under 

Criteria Consideration G for its exceptional importance. DAHP 

concurred with this eligibility in December 2008. The Governor 

Albert D. Rosellini/Evergreen Point Bridge (property ID 202) is the 

bridge proposed for replacement as a part of this project. As a result, 

the bridge would experience an adverse effect from the project, and 

Section 106 consultation culminating in an MOA would be necessary.  

Eastside Transition Area 
A.R. Blukis Onat, R.A. Kiers, and P.D. LeTourneau (BOAS) (2007) 

identified three high-probability areas for cultural resources in the 

Eastside transition area study area. Subsurface testing was conducted 

for these locations; however, no cultural resources were identified. 

Although the investigation in this area resulted in negative findings, the 

eastern Lake Washington shoreline north of the Evergreen Point Bridge 

has potential for prehistoric archaeological resources. No TCPs were 

identified for this segment. 

The Eastside transition area contains two previously identified historic 

built environment properties. One historic property, known as the 

James Arntson House, has been determined eligible for the NRHP. One 

property, known as the Helen Pierce House, has been determined not 

eligible for the NRHP, but eligible for the WHR. Both of these 

properties are located in Medina, along Evergreen Point Road. DAHP 
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concurred with these determinations of eligibility in April 2009. Nine 

additional properties were surveyed in the Eastside transition area. Of 

these, one (the Dixon House at 3267 Evergreen Point Road [property 

ID 227]) is eligible for the NRHP. The SHPO concurred with these 

determinations of eligibility on August 27, 2009. 

No adverse effects to historic properties of the built environment were 

identified in the Eastside segment. However, once construction effects 

can be fully evaluated, these properties will be analyzed further for 

potential adverse effects from construction activities. 

Pontoon Production and Transport 
Pontoon production would have no effects on historic properties for 

this project. Pontoon transport would occur across Portage Bay and 

through the historic Montlake Cut (property ID 53) for both 

longitudinal pontoons and supplemental stability pontoons. Portage 

Bay and the Montlake Cut are active navigational channels and would 

not be affected by the towing of pontoons through them. The Montlake 

Bridge is an active bascule bridge that accommodates marine traffic and 

would not be affected by the towing of pontoons underneath it. 

The channel width of the Montlake Cut is 100 feet, so it is likely that 

when the pontoons are being towed through the cut, there would be 

little room for other vessels. The Seattle Yacht Club (property ID 55), 

listed in the NRHP under Criterion A for its association with the social 

and maritime history of Seattle, traditionally holds Opening Day 

ceremonies through the Montlake Cut at the beginning of May. The 

project would have no pontoon towing in the Montlake Cut area on 

Opening Day, so the traditional ceremonies might take place 

unimpeded by pontoon towing. Therefore, the transport of pontoons 

would not be considered an adverse effect on the Seattle Yacht Club or 

on any other historic built environment properties. 
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Introduction 

What is the I-5 to Medina: Bridge 
Replacement and HOV Project? 
The Interstate 5 (I-5) to Medina: Bridge Replacement and High-

Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Project is part of the State Route (SR) 520 

Bridge Replacement and HOV Program (SR 520 Program) (detailed in 

the text box below) and encompasses parts of three main geographic 

areas—Seattle, Lake Washington, and the Eastside. The project area 

includes the following:  

�x� Seattle communities: Portage Bay/Roanoke, North Capitol Hill, 

Montlake, University District,  and Madison Park 

�x� Eastside communities: Medina, Hunts Point, Clyde Hill, and 

Yarrow Point 

�x� The Lake Washington ecosystem and associated wetlands 

�x� Usual and accustomed fishing areas of tribal nations that have 

historically used the area’s aquatic resources and have treaty rights 

The SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS), published in August 2006, evaluated a 4-Lane 

Alternative, a 6-Lane Alternative, and a No Build Alternative. 

What is the SR 520 Program? 

The SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program will enhance safety by replacing the aging floating bridge and keep the region 
moving with vital transit and roadway improvements throughout the corridor. The 12.8-mile program area begins at I-5 in Seattle and 
extends to SR 202 in Redmond. 

In 2006, WSDOT prepared a Draft EIS—published formally as the SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project—that addressed 
corridor construction from the I-5 interchange in Seattle to just west of I-405 in Bellevue. Growing transit demand on the Eastside and 
structure vulnerability in Seattle and Lake Washington, however, led WSDOT to identify new projects, each with a separate purpose and 
need, that would provide benefit even if the others were not built. These four independent projects were identified after the Draft EIS was 
published in 2006, and these now fall under the umbrella of the entire SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Program: 

�x� I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project replaces the SR 520 roadway, floating bridge approaches, and floating bridge 
between I-5 and the eastern shore of Lake Washington. This project spans 5.2 miles of the SR 520 corridor. 

�x� Medina to SR 202: Eastside Transit and HOV Project completes and improves the transit and HOV system from Evergreen Point 
Road to the SR 202 interchange in Redmond. This project spans 8.6 miles of the SR 520 corridor. 

�x� Pontoon Construction Project involves constructing the pontoons needed to restore the Evergreen Point Bridge in the event of a 
catastrophic failure and storing those pontoons until needed. 

�x� Lake Washington Congestion Management Project, through a grant from the U.S. Department of Transportation, improves traffic 
using tolling, technology and traffic management, transit, and telecommuting. 
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Since the Draft EIS was published , circumstances surrounding the 

SR 520 corridor have changed in several ways. These changes have 

resulted in decisions to forwar d advance planning for potential 

catastrophic failure of the Evergreen Point Bridge, respond to increased 

demand for transit service on the Eastside, and evaluate a new set of 

community-based designs for the Montlake area in Seattle. 

To respond to these changes, the Washington State 

Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) initiated new projects to be 

evaluated in separate environmental documents. 

Improvements to the western portion of the SR 520 corridor— 

known as the I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV 

Project (the I-5 to Medina project)—are being evaluated in a 

Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS); this discipline report is a 

part of that SDEIS. Project limits for this project extend from I

5 in Seattle to 92nd Avenue NE in Yarrow Point, where it 

transitions into the Medina to SR 202: Eastside Transit and 

HOV Project (the Medina to SR 202 project). Exhibit 1 shows 

the project vicinity.  

What are the project alternatives? 
As noted above, the Draft EIS evaluated a 4-Lane Alternative, a 6-Lane 

Alternative (including three design options in Seattle), and a No Build 

Alternative. In 2006, following Draft EIS publication, Governor 

Gregoire identified the 6-Lane Alternative as the state’s preference for 

the SR 520 corridor, but urged that the affected communities in Seattle 

develop a common vision for the western portion of the corridor. 

Accordingly,, a mediation group convened at the direction of the state 

legislature to evaluate the corridor alignment for SR 520 through 

Seattle. The mediation group identified three 6-lane design options for 

SR 520 between I-5 and the floating span of the Evergreen Point Bridge; 

these options were documented in a Project Impact Plan (Parametrix 

2008). The SDEIS evaluates the following: 

�x No Build Alternative 

�x 6-Lane Alternative 

�� Option A 

�� Option K 

�� Option L 

Exhibit 1. Project Vicinity Map 
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These alternatives and options are summarized below. The 4-lane 

Alternative and the Draft EIS 6-lane design options have been 

eliminated from further consideration. More information on how the 

project has evolved since the Draft EIS was published in 2006, as well as 

more detailed information on the design options, is provided in the 

Description of Alternatives Discipline Report (WSDOT 2009a). 

What is the No Build Alternative? 

Under the No Build Alternative, SR 520 

would continue to operate between I-5 and 

Medina as it does today: as a 4-lane highway 

with nonstandard shoulders and without a 

bicycle/pedestrian path (Exhibit 2 depicts a 

cross section of the No Build Alternative). 

No new facilities would be added to SR 520 

between I-5 and Medina, and none would be 

removed, including the unused R.H. 

Thomson Expressway ramps near the Washington Park Arboretum. 

WSDOT would continue to manage traffic using its existing 

transportation demand management and intelligent transportation 

system strategies.  

The No Build Alternative assumes that the Portage Bay and Evergreen 

Point bridges would remain standing and functional through 2030 and 

that no catastrophic events, such as earthquakes or extreme storms, 

would cause major damage to the bridges. The No Build Alternative 

also assumes completion of the Medina to SR 202 project as well as 

other regionally planned and programmed transportation projects. The 

No Build Alternative provides a baseline against which project analysts 

can measure and compare the effects of each 6-Lane Alternative build 

option. 

What is the 6-Lane Alternative? 

The 6-Lane Alternative would complete the regional HOV connection 

(3+ HOV occupancy) across SR 520. This alternative would include six 

lanes (two 11-foot-wide outer general-purpose lanes and one 12-foot

wide inside HOV lane in each direction), with 4-foot-wide inside and 

10-foot-wide outside shoulders (Exhibit 3). The proposed width of the 

roadway would be approximately 18 feet narrower than the one 

described in the Draft EIS, reflecting  public comment from local 

communities and the City of Seattle. 

Exhibit 2. No Build Alternative Cross Section 
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Exhibit 3. 6-Lane Alternative Cross Section 

SR 520 would be rebuilt from I-5 to Evergreen Point Road in Medina 

and restriped and reconfigured from Evergreen Point Road to 92nd 

Avenue NE in Yarrow Point. A 14-f oot-wide bicycle/pedestrian path 

would be built along the north side of SR 520 through the Montlake 

area and across the Evergreen Point Bridge, connecting to the regional 

path on the Eastside. A bridge maintenance facility and dock would be 

built underneath the east approach to the Evergreen Point Bridge. 

The sections below describe the  6-Lane Alternative and design options 

in each of the three geographical areas the project would encompass. 

Seattle 

Elements Common to the 6-Lane Alternative Options 

SR 520 would connect to I-5 in a configuration similar to the way it 

connects today. Improvements to the I-5/SR 520 interchange would 

include a new reversible HOV ramp connecting the new SR 520 HOV 

lanes to existing I-5 reversible express lanes. WSDOT would replace the 

Portage Bay Bridge and the Evergreen Point Bridge (including the west 

approach and floating span), as well as the existing local street bridges 

across SR 520. New stormwater facilities would be constructed for the 

project to provide stormwater retention and treatment. The project 

would include landscaped lids across SR 520 at I-5, 10th Avenue East 

and Delmar Drive East, and in the Montlake area to help reconnect the 

communities on either side of the roadway. The project would also 

remove the Montlake freeway transit station. 

The most substantial differences among the three options are the 

interchange configurations in the Montlake and University of 

Washington areas. Exhibit 4 depicts these key differences in interchange 

configurations, and the following text describes elements unique to 

each option.  
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Option A 

Option A would replace the Portage Bay Bridge with a new bridge that 

would include six-lanes (four general-purpose lanes, two HOV lanes) 

plus a westbound auxiliary lane. WSDOT would replace the existing 

interchange at Montlake Boulevard East with a new, similarly 

configured interchange that would in clude a transit-only off-ramp from 

westbound SR 520 to northbound Montlake Boulevard. The Lake 

Washington Boulevard ramps and the median freeway transit stop near 

Montlake Boulevard East would be removed, and a new bascule bridge 

(i.e., drawbridge) would be added to Montlake Boulevard NE, parallel 

to the existing Montlake Bridge. SR 520 would maintain a low profile 

through the Washington Park Arboretum and flatten out east of Foster 

Island, before rising to the west transition span of the Evergreen Point 

Bridge. Citizen recommendations made during the mediation process 

defined this option to include sound walls and/or quieter pavement, 

subject to neighborhood approval and WSDOT’s reasonability and 

feasibility determinations. 

Suboptions for Option A would 

include adding an eastbound SR 520 

on-ramp and a westbound SR 520 off

ramp to Lake Washington Boulevard, 

creating an intersection similar to the 

one that exists today but relocated 

northwest of its current location. The 

suboption would also include adding 

an eastbound direct access on-ramp for 

transit and HOV from Montlake 

Boulevard East, and providing a 

constant slope profile from 24th 

Avenue East to the west transition 

span. 

Option K 

Option K would also replace the 

Portage Bay Bridge, but the new bridge 

would include four general-purpose 

lanes and two HOV lanes with no 

westbound auxiliary lane. In the 

Montlake area, Option K would 

remove the existing Montlake 

Boulevard East interchange and the 

Is it a highrise or a transition span? 

A transition span is a bridge span that connects the fixed approach bridge to 
the floating portion of the bridge. The Evergreen Point Bridge has two 
transition spans, one at the west end of the floating bridge transitioning traffic 
on and off of the west approach, and one on the east end of the floating 
bridge transitioning traffic on and off of the east approach. These spans are 
often referred to as the “west highrise” (shown) and the “east highrise” during 
the daily traffic report, and the west highrise even has a traffic camera 
mounted on it.  

Today’s highrises have two characteristics—large overhead steel trusses and 
navigation channels below the spans where boat traffic can pass underneath 
the Evergreen Point Bridge. The new design for the floating bridge would not 
include overhead steel trusses on the transition spans, which would change 
the visual character of the highrise. For the SDEIS, highrise and transition 
span are often used interchangeably to refer to the area along the bridge 
where the east and west approach bridges transition to the floating bridge. 
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Lake Washington Boulevard ramps and replace their functions with a 

depressed, single-point urban interchange (SPUI) at the Montlake 

shoreline. Two HOV direct-access ramps would service the new 

interchange, and a tunnel under the Montlake Cut would move traffic 

from the new interchange north to the intersection of Montlake 

Boulevard NE and NE Pacific Street. SR 520 would maintain a low 

profile through Union Bay, make land fall at Foster Island, and remain 

flat before rising to the west transition span of the Evergreen Point 

Bridge. A land bridge would be constructed over SR 520 at Foster 

Island. Citizen recommendations made during the mediation process 

defined this option to include only quieter pavement for noise 

abatement, rather than the sound walls that were included in the 2006 

Draft EIS. However, since quieter pavement has not been demonstrated 

to meet all FHWA and WSDOT avoidance and minimization 

requirements in tests performed in Washington State, it cannot be 

considered noise mitigation under WSDOT and FHWA criteria. As a 

result, sound walls could be included in Option K. The decision to build 

sound walls depends on neighborhood interest, the findings of the 

Noise Discipline Report (WSDOT 2009b), and WSDOT’s reasonability 

and feasibility determinations. 

A suboption for Option K would include constructing an eastbound off

ramp to Montlake Boulevard East configured for right turns only.  

Option L 

Under Option L, the Montlake Boulevard East interchange and the Lake 

Washington Boulevard ramps would be replaced with a new, elevated 

SPUI at the Montlake shoreline. A bascule bridge (drawbridge) would 

span the east end of the Montlake Cut, from the new interchange to the 

intersection of Montlake Boulevard NE and NE Pacific Street. This 

option would also include a ramp connection to Lake Washington 

Boulevard and two HOV direct-access ramps providing service to and 

from the new interchange. SR 520 would maintain a low, constant slope 

profile from 24th Avenue East to just west of the west transition span of 

the floating bridge. Noise mitigation identified for this option would 

include sound walls as defined in the Draft EIS. 

Suboptions for Option L would include adding left-turn movement 

from Lake Washington Boulevard for direct access to SR 520 and 

adding capacity on northbound Montlake Boulevard NE to NE 45th 

Street. 

SDEIS_DR_CULT_FINAL.DOC 7 



  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Supplemental Draft EIS 

Lake Washington 

Floating Bridge 

The floating span would be located approximately 190 feet north of the 

existing bridge at the west end and 160 feet north at the east end 

(Exhibit 5). Rows of three 10-foot-tall concrete columns would support 

the roadway above the pontoons, and the new spans would be 

approximately 22 feet higher than the existing bridge. A 14-foot-wide 

bicycle/pedestrian path would be located on the north side of the 

bridge. 

The design for the new 6-lane floating bridge includes 21 longitudinal 

pontoons, two cross pontoons, and 54 supplemental stability pontoons. 

A single row of 75-foot-wide by 360-foot-long longitudinal pontoons 

would support the new floating bridge. One 240-foot-long by 75-foot

wide cross-pontoon at each end of the bridge would be set 

perpendicularly to the longitudinal pontoons. The longitudinal 

pontoons would be bolstered by the smaller supplemental stability 

pontoons on each side for stability and buoyancy. The longitudinal 

pontoons would not be sized to carry future high-capacity transit 

(HCT), but would be equipped with connections for additional 

supplemental stability pontoons to support HCT in the future. As with 

the existing floating bridge, the floating pontoons for the new bridge 

would be anchored to the lake bottom to hold the bridge in place. 

Near the east approach bridge, the roadway would be widened to 

accommodate transit ramps to the Evergreen Point Road transit stop. 

Exhibit 5 shows the alignment of the floating bridge, the west and east 

approaches, and the connection to the east shore of Lake Washington. 

Bridge Maintenance Facility 

Routine access, maintenance, monitoring, inspections, and emergency 

response for the floating bridge would be based out of a new bridge 

maintenance facility located underneath SR 520 between the east shore 

of Lake Washington and Evergreen Point Road in Medina. This bridge 

maintenance facility would include a working dock, an approximately 

7,200-square-foot maintenance building, and a parking area. 

Eastside Transition Area 

The I-5 to Medina project and the Medina to SR 202 project overlap 

between Evergreen Point Road and 92nd Avenue NE in Yarrow Point. 

Work planned as part of the I-5 to Medina project between Evergreen 

Point Road and 92nd Avenue NE would include moving the Evergreen  
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Point Road transit stop west to the lid (part of the Medina to SR 202 

project) at Evergreen Point Road, adding new lane and ramp striping 

from the Evergreen Point lid to 92nd Avenue NE, and moving and 

realigning traffic barriers as a result of the new lane striping. The 

restriping would transition the I-5 to Medina project improvements into 

the improvements to be completed as part of the Medina to SR 202 

project. 

Pontoon Construction and Transport 

If the floating portion of the Evergreen Point Bridge does not fail 

before its planned replacement, WSDOT would use the pontoons What is Outfitting? 

constructed and stored as part of the Pontoon Construction Project 
Pontoon outfitting is a process by which 

in the I-5 to Medina project. Up to 11 longitudinal pontoons built the columns and elevated roadway of 
the bridge are built directly on the and stored in Grays Harbor as part of the Pontoon Construction 
surface of the pontoon. 

Project would be towed from a moorage location in Grays Harbor 

to Puget Sound for outfitting (see the sidebar to the right for an 

explanation of pontoon outfitting ). All outfitted pontoons, as well as the 

remaining pontoons stored at Grays Harbor, would be towed to Lake 

Washington for incorporation into the floating bridge. Towing would 

occur as weather permits during the months of March through October. 

Exhibit 6 illustrates the general towing route from Grays Harbor to 

Lake Washington, and identifies po tential outfitting locations.  

Exhibit 6. Possible Towing Route and Pontoon Outfitting Locations 
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The I-5 to Medina project would build an additional 44 pontoons 

needed to complete the new 6-lane floating bridge. The additional 

pontoons could be constructed at the existing Concrete Technology 

Corporation facility in Tacoma, and/or  at a new facility in Grays 

Harbor that is also being developed as part of the Pontoon Construction 

Project. The new supplemental stability pontoons would be towed from 

the construction location to Lake Washington for incorporation into the 

floating bridge. For additional information about pontoon construction, 

please see the Construction Techniques Discipline Report (WSDOT 

2009c). 

Would the project be built all at once or in 
phases? 

Revenue sources for the I-5 to Medina project would include allocations 

from various state and federal sources and from future tolling, but there 

remains a gap between the estimated cost of the project and the revenue 

available to build it. Because of these funding limitations, there is a 

strong possibility that WSDOT would construct the project in phases 

over time. 

If the project is phased, WSDOT would first complete one or more of 

those project components that are vulnerable to earthquakes and 

windstorms; these components include the following: 

�x The floating portion of the Evergreen Point Bridge, which is 

vulnerable to windstorms. This is the highest priority in the 

corridor because of the frequency of severe storms and the high 

associated risk of catastrophic failure. 

�x The Portage Bay Bridge, which is vulnerable to earthquakes. This is 

a slightly lower priority than the floating bridge because the 

frequency of severe earthquakes is significantly less than that of 

severe storms. 

�x The west approach of the Evergreen Point Bridge, which is 

vulnerable to earthquakes (see comments above for the Portage Bay 

Bridge). 

Exhibit 7 shows the vulnerable portio ns of the project that would be 

prioritized, as well as the portions that would be constructed later. The 

vulnerable structures are collectively referred to in the SDEIS as the 

Phased Implementation scenario. It is important to note that, while the 

new bridge(s) might be the only part of the project in place for a certain 
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period of time, WSDOT’s intent is to build a complete project that meets 

all aspects of the purpose and need. 

Exhibit 7. Geographic Areas along SR 520 and Project Phasing 

The Phased Implementation scenario would provide new structures to 

replace the vulnerable bridges in the SR 520 corridor, as well as limited 

transitional sections to connect the new bridges to existing facilities. 

This scenario would include stormwater facilities, noise mitigation, and 

the regional bicycle/pedestrian path, but lids would be deferred until a 

subsequent phase. WSDOT would develop and implement all 

mitigation needed to satisf y regulatory requirements.  

To address the potential for phased project implementation, the SDEIS 

evaluates the Phased Implementation scenario as a subset of the “full 

build” analysis. The evaluation focuses on how the effects of phased 

implementation would differ from those of full build and on how 

constructing the project in phases might have different effects from 

constructing it all at one time. Impact calculations for the physical 

effects of phased implementation (for example, acres of wetlands and 

parks affected) are presented alongside those for full build where 

applicable. 
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What are cultural resources? 
The term “cultural resources” enco mpasses, but is not necessarily 

limited to, archaeological sites, Native American and other traditional 

cultural resources, historic buildings and structures, planned 

landscapes, and historic districts. The National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 USC 470f) was passed as a reflection of the 

importance of these resources to our national, regional, and local 

culture. There is widespread public concern about the value and 

protection of our nation’s historic resources. Cultural resources 

represent “places where great American voices were heard, or where 

great acts of valor were performed… [and] connections between 

successive generations of Americans – concretely linking their ways of 

life” (Rains and Henderson 1983). Cultural resources embody our 

shared history and help to define us as a society. “The past is not the 

property of historians; it is a public possession. It belongs to anyone 

who is aware of it, and it grows by being shared. It sustains the whole 

society, which always needs the identity that only the past can give” 

(Dr. Walter Havighurst 1961, noted author from Miami University, as 

quoted in Rains and Henderson 1983, from the Special Committee on 

Historic Preservation). 

The term “historic properties” is a technical term from the NHPA that 

denotes properties that have recognized public significance. Historic 

properties are places listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP). These properties can include 

districts, sites, buildings, structures, objects, and landscapes significant 

in American history, prehistory, architecture, archaeology, engineering, 

and culture. They include properties that belong to the prehistoric era 

(before written history) as well as the historic era (after written history).  

Different types of cultural resources are treated differently when 

inventorying and evaluating them to determine whether they are 

historic properties. For the purpose of this document, three main types 

are described briefly below—archaeological resources, traditional 

cultural resources, and resources of the historic built environment 

(including buildings, structures, landscapes, and districts). 

�x Archaeological Resources. Archaeological resources are places 

where past peoples left physical evidence of their occupation. 

Archaeological sites may include deposits of debris such as 

artifacts, food remains (shells and bones), or the ruins of dwellings 
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or other structures. These may date to the prehistoric era or to the 

historic era. Archaeological sites are often difficult to identify and 

are found by close examination of the ground surface for debris 

deposits or remnants of structural remains by an archaeologist. 

Sometimes they are discovered through exploratory excavation. 

Information about historic archaeological sites may be 

supplemented by historic archival research. Important 

archaeological sites may qualify as “historic properties” if, for 

example, they have the potential to yield valuable information 

about prehistory or history. 

�x� Traditional Cultural Resources . Traditional cultural resources may 

include properties that define or exemplify the identity of a 

particular cultural group – for example, a group of Native 

Americans. Traditional cultural resources may include human 

skeletal remains, funerary items, sacred items, and objects of 

cultural patrimony. Areas where Native Americans traditionally 

gathered food and other resources, and culturally important 

regional landscapes may also be traditional cultural resources. 

Under the 1992 NHPA amendments, Traditional Cultural 

Properties (TCPs) can be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as 

historic properties if they meet the NRHP eligibility criteria, for 

their association with cultural practi ces or beliefs (traditions, beliefs, 

practices, lifeways, arts, crafts, and social institutions) of a living 

community that are rooted in that community’s history and are 

important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the 

community. TCPs are generally identified and evaluated by 

anthropologists’ or ethnologists’ consultations with the members of 

a given cultural community, such as a Native American 

community. 

�x� Historic Built Environment. The historic built environment can 

include buildings, structures that are not buildings such as bridges, 

objects, districts, landscapes, or even sites or locations of historic 

importance where no remains exist. The significance of such 

properties may be historical in that they are associated with “broad 

patterns in our history” or the lives of “persons significant in our 

past (36 CFR part 60.4).” Buildings and structures may also 

represent or exemplify a particular type or style of building, have 

aesthetic significance, or preserve the work of a master architect or 

engineer. To be considered for significance, resources of the historic 

built environment generally must be at least 50 years old, unless 
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they are considered exceptionally important. Resources of the 

historic built environment are identified through survey done by an 

architectural historian, and may be evaluated by researching 

archives and historical records to better understand the date of 

construction, architectural st yle, and historic context. 

What is the Area of Potential Effects? 
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the geographic area within which 

an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the 

character or use of historic properties (36 CFR Section 800.16[d]). For 

this project, the APE consists of three footprints: 

1.� The known or anticipated construction footprint that includes 

staging and laydown areas  

2.� A buffer area (one property deep or 200 to 300 feet from the 

construction footprint, as appropriate) that includes sufficient area 

to encompass historic structures, commercial buildings and 

residences, historic districts, and public facilities (including parks 

and bridges) that might be directly or indirectly affected by 

demolition, change of land use, noise, dust, vibration, visual 

quality, or other effects 

3.� Additional areas outside the construction footprint such as the 

entire Roanoke Park Historic District, the entire Washington Park 

Arboretum, and all the navigable waters of Portage Bay 

WSDOT determined the APE for the project in consultation with the 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and also sought comments 

from the identified concerned Tribes and other consulting parties. The 

SHPO concurred with the initial APE in April 2009. In accordance with 

36 CFR 800.4 (a)(3), WSDOT sought comments on the APE from 

consulting parties through meetings and written correspondence. 

Comments from the consulting partie s were received and taken into 

consideration, and the APE was amended to accommodate many of 

these concerns. Further comments from consulting parties resulted in 

an expanded APE, and the SHPO concurred with this revised APE in 

August 2009. 

The APE map is included in the Methodology section of this report. 

Exhibit 8 shows the APE in the context of the geographic study areas 

for the project that were discussed above. 
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Regulatory Context �
Federal, state, and local regulations recognize the public’s interest in 

cultural resources and the public benefit of preserving them. These laws 

and regulations require federal agencies to consider how this project 

might affect cultural resources in the study area and to take steps to 

avoid or reduce potential damage to them. Federal laws include the 

NHPA and its implementing regulations, Protection of Historic 

Properties (36 CFR 800). Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal 

agencies and others to consider the effects of proposed projects on 

historic properties. The NHPA defines historic properties as sites that 

are listed in the NRHP or that are eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

What are the Criteria for Listing in the NRHP? 

To qualify for listing in the NRHP, a property must have historic significance and integrity, and generally be at least 50 years old. 
Historic significance is the importance of a property to a community, state, or the nation. Historic significance in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture may be present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, material, workmanship, feeling, and association. A property must demonstrate significance in at 
least one of the following areas: 

A Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or 

B Association with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C Embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or representative of the work of a 
master, or possessing high artistic value, or representative of a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may 
lack individual distinction; or 

D Yielding, or likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In addition to the above criteria, significance is defined by the area of history in which the property made important contributions and 
by the period of time when these contributions were made (National Register Bulletin 16 [National Park Service 1991]). 

Section 106 also requires federal agencies to provide the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the SHPO with a 

reasonable opportunity to comment on any undertaking that would 

adversely affect properties listed in or eligible for the NRHP. 

The Section 106 process as laid out by NHPA “seeks to incorporate 

historic preservation principles  into project planning through 

consultation between a Federal agency and other parties with an 

interest in the effects of the Federal agency’s action on historic 

properties” (AASHTO 2007). The Section 106 consultation process aims 

to: “identify historic properties that could be affected by a project, 

assess the project’s potential effects to such properties, and seek ways to 

avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects” to those identified 

historic properties (AASHTO 2007). 
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Cultural resources must also be given consideration under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Acco rding to NEPA regulations, in 

considering whether an action may “significantly affect the quality of 

the human environment,” an agency must consider unique 

characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or 

cultural resources (40 CFR 1508.27[b][3]), and the degree to which the 

action may adversely affect district s, sites, highways, structures, or 

objects listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP (40 CFR 

1508.27[b][8]). Section 106 encourages maximum cooperation with 

NEPA. For more information on NEPA, see the SDEIS. 

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) (RCW 43.21C) 

is a state law that requires state and local agencies to consider the likely 

environmental consequences of a proposal before approving or denying 

the proposal. This includes evaluation of any places or objects listed on, 

or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers. 

Therefore, this report also includes identification of properties listed in 

or eligible for inclusion in the Washington Heritage Register (WHR), or 

properties designated as Seattle landmarks. The WHR is the 

Washington state version of the NRHP and follows similar criteria. It is 

administered by the state Department of Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation (DAHP) rather than the National Park Service. It 

emphasizes local and statewide significance and has a lower threshold 

for eligibility. Any building or site listed in the NRHP is automatically 

listed in the WHR. For more information on SEPA, see the SDEIS. 

What are the criteria for listing in the Washington Heritage Register? 

The WHR includes buildings, structures (such as irrigation systems and bridges), districts, objects (such as statues, grave markers, and 
vessels), cemeteries and burial sites, historic sites (sites of important events), archaeological sites, TCPs (spiritual or creation sites), and 
cultural landscapes (such as habitation, agricultural, industrial, and recreational). To be eligible for the WHR, a property must be at least 
50 years old. If newer, the resource should have documented exceptional significance. The resource should have a high to medium level of 
integrity, i.e., it should retain important character-defining features from its historic period of construction. The property must meet at least one of 
the following areas of significance: 

�x The property belongs to the early settlement, commercial development, or original native occupation of a community or region. 
�x The property is directly connected to a movement, organization, institution, religion, or club, which served as a focal point for a community or 

group. 
�x The property is directly connected to specific activities or events, which had a lasting impact on the community or region. 
�x The property is associated with legends, spiritual or religious practices, or life ways, which are uniquely related to a piece of land or to a 

natural feature. 
�x The property displays strong patterns of land use or alterations of the environment, which occurred during the historic period (cultivation, 

landscaping, industry, mining, irrigation, recreation). 
�x The property is directly associated with an individual who made an important contribution to a community or to a group of people. 
�x The property has strong artistic, architectural or engineering qualities, or displays unusual materials or craftwork belonging to a historic era. 
�x The property was designed or built by an influential architect or reflects the work of an important artisan. 
Archaeological investigation of the property has increased, or will increase, our understanding of past cultures or lifeways (WHR 2009). 
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The Seattle Landmarks Preservation Board may designate historic 

properties within the Seattle city limits as local landmarks or 

landmark districts. Once Seattle landmarks or landmark districts 

are designated by a City ordinance and approved by the Seattle 

City Council, they are protected under a Controls and Incentives 

Agreement from demolition and unsympathetic changes. 

Certificates of Approval are then necessary to permit specific 

changes to the landmark building or within the district. The steps 

necessary to permit demolition of a designated landmark are 

detailed in SMC 25.12.835. The eligibility of properties noted as 

“eligible Seattle landmarks” in this report is based on professional 

judgment of their potential eligibility; they are not officially 

designated. 

City regulations support and relate  to SEPA as detailed in Seattle 

Municipal Code 25.05. For projects involving structures or sites 

that have been designated as historic landmarks, compliance with 

the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance is required. For projects 

involving structures or sites that are not yet designated as historic 

landmarks but appear to meet the criteria for designation, the site 

or structure may be referred to the Landmarks Preservation Board 

for consideration. If the Board approves the site or structure for 

nomination as a historic landmark, consideration of the site or 

structure for designation as a historic landmark and application of 

controls and incentives will proceed as provided by the Landmarks 

Preservation Ordinance. If the property is rejected for nomination, 

the project will not be conditioned or denied for historic 

preservation purposes. 

When a project is proposed adjacent to or across the street from a 

designated site or structure, the proposal must be referred to the 

City’s Historic Preservation Officer for an assessment of any 

adverse effects on the designated landmark and for comments on 

What are the criteria for Seattle 
Landmarks? 

To qualify as a Seattle landmark under 
the Seattle Landmarks Preservation 
Ordinance (SMC 25.12), a building, 
object, or site must be at least 25 years 
old and have “significant character, 
interest, or value as part of the 
development, heritage, or cultural 
characteristics of the city, state, or 
nation.” In addition, it must possess 
integrity and must meet at least one of 
the following criteria: 

�x� It is the location of, or is associated in 
a significant way with, a historic 
event with a significant effect upon 
the community, city, state, or nation; 
or 

�x� It is associated in a significant way 
with the life of a person important in 
the history of the city, state, or nation; 
or 

�x� It is associated in a significant way 
with a significant aspect of the 
cultural, political, or economic 
heritage of the community, city, state 
or nation; or 

�x� It embodies the distinctive visible 
characteristics of an architectural 
style, or period, or method of 
construction; or 

�x� It is an outstanding work of a 
designer or builder; or 

�x� Because of its prominence of spatial 
location, contrasts of siting, age, or 
scale, it is an easily identifiable visual 
feature of its neighborhood or the city 
and contributes to the distinctive 
quality or identity of such 
neighborhood or the City. 

possible mitigating measures. Mitigation may be required to ensure the 

compatibility of the proposed project with the color, material, and 

architectural character of the designated landmark and to reduce effects 

on the character of the landmark’s site. Mitigating measures may be 

required and are limited to the following:  

�x Sympathetic facade treatment 

�x Sympathetic street treatment 

�x Sympathetic design treatment 
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�x Reconfiguration of the project and/or relocation of the project on 

the project site, provided that mitigating measures not include 

reductions in a project’s gross floor area 

For sites with potential archaeological  significance, an assessment of the 

archaeological potential of the site may be required. Measures that may 

be required to mitigate adverse effects on an archaeological site include, 

but are not limited to: 

�x Relocating the project on the site 

�x Providing markers, plaques, or recognition of discovery 

�x Imposing a delay of as much as 90 days (or more than 90 days for 

extraordinary circumstances) to allow archaeological artifacts and 

information to be analyzed 

�x Excavating and recovering artifacts 

According to the GMA, state and local governments must manage 

Washington’s growth. To do so, they are required to identify and 

protect critical areas and natural resource lands, designate urban 

growth areas, prepare comprehensive plans, and implement  those 

plans through capital investments and development regulations 

(Growth Management Hearings Boards n.d.). Title 18 of the Medina 

Municipal Code also incorporates the SEPA goals, but has no specific 

historic property or landmarks regulation or recognition . 

For FHWA projects, Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 

Act of 1966 (49 USC 303) and its implementing regulations (23 CFR 774) 

is another federal regulation that protects historic properties. 

Section 4(f) resources include any significant publicly owned park, 

recreation area, or wildlife refuge, or any publicly or privately owned 

historic property in, or eligible fo r inclusion in, the NRHP. Section 4(f) 

applies to all projects that require approval by an agency of the 

U.S. Department of Transportation, including FHWA. For more 

information on Section 4(f), see the Section 4(f) Evaluation Discipline 

Report (WSDOT 2009d). 
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Historic Context �
This section provides a brief overview of the historical background of 

the study area. 

What is the natural and geological 
setting? 
Geologically speaking, the study area landforms have been relatively 

stable throughout the Holocene, with the exception of the steeper slopes 

along the eastern side of Capitol Hill and the bluff along the eastern 

shore of Lake Washington. Surface deposits consist primarily of glacial 

outwash and till, with the exception of the Holocene (since the end of 

the most recent Ice Age) peat deposits around Foster Island and 

alluvium in the eastern part of the study area. There seems to have been 

minimal Holocene alluviation (deposits of sand, silt, or clay via moving 

water) in the outwash troughs between the till uplands, so that deeply 

buried sites are not expected in most of the study area. The thickest 

Holocene deposits in the study area consist of peat deposits in Portage 

and Union Bays. Other Holocene deposits are at the eastern end of the 

study area in the old outwash valley that is now drained by Northup 

Creek. 

The locations of shorelines in Lake Washington gradually changed 

during the Holocene because of glacial melting, isostatic rebound 

(upward movement of the earth’s surface after the weight of Ice Age 

glaciers dissipated), alleviation on the Cedar/Green River floodplain 

south of the lake, tectonic (seismic), and other forces. Because of these 

changes, inundated archaeological sites may occur on old shorelines of 

Lake Washington. Contemporary engineering has also changed 

landforms and lake levels. Late prehistoric or historic sites that were 

formerly located on the shoreline of  Lake Washington may occur inland 

from the modern-day shoreline that was exposed when the lake level 

dropped as a result of the opening of the Montlake Cut. In addition, 

some areas in the Union Bay area have been affected by dredging and 

filling for the Miller Street Landfill, the Montlake Cut, and the original 

construction of SR 520. 

At least two in-depth studies of the geological history and geomorphic 

setting of the APE have been conducted (BOAS [2005 and 2007] and 

CH2M HILL [2004]). These studies were conducted to better define 
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where prehistoric archaeological deposits might be located. The 

geologic and geomorphic studies indicate that archaeological sites may 

be buried under recent fill or exposed in unlikely locations by recent 

erosion. There have been changes in land level (due to Cedar River 

alleviation and later due to the removal of the great weight of the 

glaciers), in sea level (due to the melting of the glaciers), and in lake 

level (due to human engineering in the historic period). All of these 

have changed the locations of prehistoric archaeological sites in relation 

to modern land surfaces and shorelines. Examining these factors 

provides information to predict where archaeological sites might be 

encountered within the APE. 

Previous investigations made use of 

geological, geomorphological, and 

geotechnical studies near Lake 

Washington and vicinity (Exhibit 9), 

and in the APE specifically. Post-

glacial landforms were identified that 

were available to prehistoric people 

within the study area. Throughout the 

Holocene, the shorelines, deltas, and 

intertidal zones of Puget Sound 

acquired their shape as sea levels rose 

and the land adjusted to the removal of 

glacial ice. Erosion leveled some of the 

irregular topography left behind by the 

last glaciation, while sediments filled 

the valleys and buried other 

topographic features. There has been a 

general rise in the water level of Lake 

Washington since the early Holocene. 

Modern human modifications that 

affected potential archaeological site 

locations were also examined. 

Sediment cores from Lake Washington 

and the Puget Sound area indicate that 

initial post-glacial climate was cooler 

and drier than today. During this 

period vegetation was open parkland 

of lodgepole pine and spruce, grasses, 

and bracken fern, with sparse hazel 

Exhibit 9. Map Showing Major Drainages and Water Bodies of the 
Seattle Area (Galster and Laprade 1991:245). 
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and cedar. Between approximately 11,700 years ago and 7,800 years 

ago, vegetation included open forest with a mosaic of grasses, bracken 

fern, and sparse Douglas fir, alder, lodgepole pine, and hemlock trees. 

Cedar, alder, and willow were on  wetter landforms, such as lake 

margins and alluvial floodplains. An  increase in western red cedar 

pollen indicated the beginning of a cooler, moister climate regime 

around 7,800 years ago in the Lake Washington basin. By 6,500 years 

ago, a closed canopy forest with western red cedar, western hemlock, 

and Douglas fir is inferred in the Lake Washington vicinity. In 1851, 

when the first Euroamerican settlers arrived at Seattle, the region was 

thickly forested with tall, large-diameter Douglas fir, western red cedar, 

and western hemlock. Red alder and cottonwood grew on river 

floodplains and as pioneering trees on other disturbed land. 

Twentieth Century Modifications 

Major lake level changes eventually occurred as a result of the 

excavation of a canal between Lake Washington and Lake Union early 

in the twentieth century. Navigation was the principal objective to aid 

the transport of logs, coal, and farm produce; flood control was an 

additional advantage. In 1885, a shallow, 16-foot-wide excavation was 

made to meet the need of the bustling timber and sawmill operations to 

pass logs between Union Bay on Lake Washington and Portage Bay on 

Lake Union. Known locally as the Portage Canal, this narrow canal took 

advantage of the natural difference in the lake-water levels, which 

produced a current to transport logs through the chute from the higher 

Lake Washington to Portage Bay. The effects of this shallow canal on 

water levels in Lake Washington are not known but were probably 

minor, perhaps approximately 2 to 3 feet. Exhibit 10 shows the location 

of the Portage Cut. 

Construction began on a navigable Ship Canal in 1910 between Lake 

Union and Lake Washington. In 1916, an excavation known as the 

Montlake Cut was completed between Union Bay on Lake Washington 

and Portage Bay on Lake Union. Lake Washington was catastrophically 

lowered a nominal 10 feet (3 meters) to the level of Lake Union between 

August and October 1916. The lowering of Lake Washington eliminated 

the lake’s outlet to the Black River, and the Cedar River was diverted 

into Lake Washington. 

The largest effect of the Montlake Cut on the study area was the 

lowering of lake elevation and the resultant exposure of a broad wave-

cut terrace around the perimeter of the lake. This resulted in the 

SDEIS_DR_CULT_FINAL.DOC 23 



  

  

 

 

 

  

 

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Supplemental Draft EIS 

Exhibit 10. 1905 Geodetic Survey Map Showing Location of the 1885 Portage Cut 
and Lake Depth in Feet (Coast and Geodetic Survey 1905; University of Washington 
Libraries Map Collection). 

development of marshes in the southern portion of Union Bay. In other 

areas, this terrace is now occupied by waterfront homes. Foster Island 

significantly increased in size at this time.  

The new canal required a channeled approach, so the U. S. Army Corps 

of Engineers dredged a straight channel between the Montlake Cut and 

the eastern edge of Union Bay. Dredging also continued in Union Bay 

after completion of the Montlake Cut, largely in soft mud and sand. 

Dredged material was deposited in shallow water about 75 feet beyond 

channel lines. Some of this dredged material was probably placed in 

shallow water north of the Arboretum  or in the marshes that emerged 

in 1916 around Foster Island. 

On the western side of the Montlake neighborhood, the southern edge 

of the APE is adjacent to the Montlake Playfield area, which lies along 

the southern shore of contemporary Portage Bay. Filling in the 1930s 

created some of the original playfield area, and the playfield was again 

filled and expanded northward beginning in 1960. Fill spreading 

continued until the late 1960s, as material was brought into the park 

from projects around the Seattle area, including the original SR 520 

project. 

Low-lying portions of the study area were also used for landfill. Prior to 

the late 1960s, dump sites were mainly steep ravines, low-lying 

swampy areas, former borrow pits, and tidal areas. The largest was the 
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Montlake dump that occupied a 200-acre swampy area on the north 

side of Union Bay. A smaller dump, known as the Miller Street Landfill, 

was in operation on the south side of Union Bay in the area currently 

managed by the Washington Park Arboretum. The 1914-1915 City Park 

Commissioner’s Report mentions the establishment of a landfill in the 

marsh near Union Bay in the north part of the park. The City 

abandoned the dump in 1936. 

Significant cutting and filling also occurred during the original 

construction of SR 520. Major areas of cutting for SR 520 construction in 

Seattle occurred on North Capitol H ill, on the Roanoke Park plateau, 

and through the Montlake neighborhood. Major excavation also 

occurred along the route of the old portage canal. The old portage canal 

land has mostly been removed, except a segment near the National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Northwest Fisheries 

Science Center and Museum of History and Industry (MOHAI). The 

Arboretum lost approximately 60 acres of lagoon area to the SR 520 

project. Great expanses of the marshes surrounding Foster Island were 

dredged prior to construction of the bridge footings to allow access for 

a pile driver. At least some of the dredged peat was cast to the side 

adjacent to the dredged areas. Dredging operations also removed some 

of the garbage fill material and underlying peat from the Miller Street 

dump site. Dredging extended up to the western and eastern edges of 

Foster Island. Exhibit 11 shows construction of SR 520 across Foster 

Island. 

What is the cultural setting? 
Background research confirmed that the study area lies within lands 

and waters once occupied by several Puget Sound Tribes, whose 

descendants are represented by federally recognized Indian Tribes 

including the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Suquamish Tribe, Snoqualmie 

Tribe, the Tulalip Tribes, and the Yakama Nation, as well as the non-

federally recognized Duwamish Tribal Services. Because of the 

assumed high population density, the study area is considered to have 

a high level of cultural sensitivity.  

Prehistory 

The earliest occupation of Puget Sound occurred between 13,000 and 

6,000 years before present (BP), beginning with the glacial retreat from 

the region. From 6,000 BP to 2,500 BP, the archaeological record shows 

differences between coastal and inland sites that probably reflect 
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Exhibit 11. Aerial View West of SR 520 Construction across Foster Island, in 
Foreground (Seattle Post-Intelligencer Collection, Museum of History and 
Industry Negative No. 1986.5.7596). 

differing food collection strategies (marine versus terrestrial), and 

perhaps localized cultural development. From 2,500 BP to 250 BP, 

archaeological sites reveal further specialization in the focus of resource 

procurement—the full-scale development of the maritime cultures 

(recorded ethnographically) and land-mammal hunting and upriver 

fishing groups. 

The number of prehistoric sites identified archaeologically in the 

greater Seattle area since the early 1980s has increased significantly. 

Several sites have been identified in the Duwamish River drainage that 

contained shell middens, fish and mammal bone, charcoal, fire-

modified rock, and flakes. One of the oldest archaeological sites 

(45KI1267) in the general study area was thought to date from 8,000 to 

4,000 BP. The site contained cobble tools and siltstone flakes. More 

recent archaeological sites (45KI123) include a hunter-fisher-gatherer 

use location that may be as much as 2,000 years old, when specialized 

spring season camps were used during root-gathering and salmon-

fishing times of the year. 

Radiocarbon dates from a site (45KI159) north of the Black River 

channel near Renton provided a date range from 1764 to 1360 BP The 

site contained a series of longhouse structures rebuilt over time, along 
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with lithic material and a bone tool assemblage. Food sources such as 

salmon, flounder, ratfish, dogfish, mussel, deer, bear, and bobcat were 

identified within the site complex. 

By about 900 years ago, land use patterns changed to include special-

purpose campsites for summer and fall berry processing. Potential 

postmolds from drying racks and habi tation structures were identified 

that may have been used during this period. Hunter-fisher-gatherer use 

of the site appears to have been discontinued by about 200 years ago. 

Prehistoric deposits have been identified near the west bank of the 

Duwamish Waterway from 4 to 6 meters below-grade. A shell midden 

prehistoric site (45KI432) was identified near the mouth of the 

Duwamish River and radiocarbon dated from 671 BP to 530 BP. 

Along the Duwamish River a hunter-fisher-gatherer shell midden 

deposit was identified that contained stratified shell lenses with fish 

bone, fire-modified rock, and mammal bone. Radiocarbon dates span 

about 600 years. The site (45KI1431) was used as a seasonal, special-

purpose site with an emphasis on salmon fishing (Larson and Lewarch 

1995). 

Ethnographic Context 

The SR 520 corridor includes springs, streams, and freshwater lakes and 

bays. Salmon Bay, Lake Union, Lake Washington, and their tributary 

streams formed a series of connected waterways that could only be 

entered from Puget Sound at Shilshole, along a meandering course 

through fresh water lakes and overland portages. A group of 

Duwamish (who were known to the white pioneers as the Lakes 

people) inhabited this area; Lake Washington was first called Lake 

Duwamish in recognition of the Duwamish people. Other groups in the 

broader Seattle area included the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and the 

Suquamish Tribe. 

Duwamish 

The Duwamish lived in a socially and economically interdependent 

network of villages located on Elliott Bay, the Duwamish River, the 

Black River, the Cedar River, Lake Washington, Lake Sammamish, Lake 

Union, and the lower White River. Like their Puget Sound neighbors, 

the Duwamish relied on salmon, shel lfish, plant resources, and land 

game. They were adapted to a variety of environments, including tidal 

estuaries, large lakeshores, intertidal and lakeshore river mouths, river 

confluences, sandspits, and saltwater bays. Each Duwamish village 
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depended on salmon for its primary subsistence, and the people 

supplemented their diets with varying amounts of shellfish, land game, 

and other types of fish (Larson and Lewarch 1995). 

A high density of winter houses characterized the ethnographic villages 

in the Duwamish River Valley, on E lliott Bay, and at the mouth of the 

Duwamish River. Fewer houses were scattered around Lake 

Washington, Lake Sammamish, and Salmon Bay. The Duwamish 

settlement pattern was based on their need to be close to large salmon 

runs that entered the Duwamish drainage and on being able to harvest 

shellfish that were available on the Elliott Bay tideflats. 

Although salmon was the most im portant Duwamish food, a wide 

range of other resources provided a diverse diet and fostered the 

seasonal occupation of sites. Although downriver and coastal villages 

emphasized marine resources, upriver peoples hunted game and 

waterfowl that could be found in the valley marshes. Winter village 

sites were the anchor for a local group and consisted of permanent 

living structures. In the warmer months, smaller groups moved to 

seasonal procurement camps that focused on specific resources. Thus, 

seasonal sites were reoccupied temporary camps used on a traditional 

basis. 

American settlement in the 1850s disrupted Duwamish economic and 

social systems. Initial relationships between the incoming 

Euroamericans and the Duwamish were cordial. Some Duwamish 

provided packing and canoe transportation for settlers throughout the 

local river drainages. The Duwamish were essential to the survival of 

the settlers during the first 2 years, prompting David Denny to remark, 

“I don’t know what we would have done during the first two winters 

had it not been for the Indians” (Denny 1909). The Duwamish were an 

important part of Seattle’s early development because of their ability to 

provide food, labor, knowledge, and protection to the settlers. The 

Indians traded salmon, shellfish, and potatoes to the settlers for bread, 

fabric, beads, blankets, and other goods that lumber and cargo ships 

brought to the small settlement in Elliott Bay (Forsman et al. 1997). 

As Seattle grew and shoreline filling expanded, the resources to support 

the Indian livelihood were eliminated. Shoreline filling eliminated 

eelgrass for herring and tideflats for shellfish, thus eliminating 

important Native American food sources. The Belltown prairie, which 

may have supported camas, was platted into streets, and the marshy 

southern end of Lake Union (a prime waterfowl habitat) was also filled. 

SDEIS_DR_CULT_FINAL.DOC 28 



  

  

 

 

 

  

 

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Supplemental Draft EIS 

South of Seattle, the Indians maintained relations with the white 

farmers of the Duwamish River Valley and provided a critical labor 

force at the height of the hop farming industry. Many of the place 

names in the Seattle APE were provided by native informants working 

with anthropologists in the early twentieth century (circa [ca.] 1920, 

Harrington ca. 1909). 

The Lakes Duwamish cultivated and harvested the resources in the 

lakes, basins, and drainages. Because waterways and canoes connected 

people, these interlinked lakes formed a cultural unit. The area 

contained marshes and woodlands abounding in foods, with freshwater 

streams and lakes providing abundant local and anadromous 

(migrating from rivers to salt wate r during their life stages) fish. The 

Lakes people also used readily accessible inland areas around the lake 

margins and had several permanent and temporary settlements on all 

of the lakes and at the portage between Portage Bay and Union Bay. 

The isthmus between Portage Bay and Union Bay was used as a 

portage. 

As Seattle expanded north in the latter part of the 1800s, lands in the 

Lakes people area were developed. The donation claims of Carson 

Boren, Arthur and David Denny, and William Bell encompassed 

downtown Seattle. David Denny’s experience with native people 

differed from that of other Seattle pioneers. Denny stayed alone at Alki 

Point during the winter of 1852, where he lived surrounded by Lakes 

people. He learned to speak their language as well as Chinook jargon, 

which was used for trading. In 1853, David Denny claimed areas 

immediately north of downtown including parts of Lake Union and 

Portage Bay. In this manner, he and his immediate family protected the 

homes of Indians who settled on his claims and provided occupations 

for them; he also helped them buy property. 

As Seattle developed to the north, many Lakes Duwamish people 

moved or were forced out. The newly incorporated town of Seattle 

banned native urban residence in 1865, though Indians continued to 

live and work in the city (BOAS 2005:25). The Indian Homestead Act of 

1875 allowed Indians to own land, provided they renounced tribal 

allegiance and lived like whites. 

During the late 1800s, two Lakes Duwamish families were particularly 

prominent in the history of the Lake Union area, the family of Doctor 

Jim Zakuse and that of John Cheshiahud (BOAS 2005:19). The Zakuse 

family lived on the north shore of Portage Bay at about what is now the 
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southwestern portion of the University of Washington campus. 

Cheshiahud (known as Old John, Indian John, Lake John, Denny John, 

Chodups John, Lake Union John, or in anglicized Whulshootseed 

language: Cheshiahud or Shiahud) was the most familiar native among 

the shores of Portage Bay. He owned 5 acres of land across from the 

university, on the southwest side of Portage Bay, at or near the east end 

of Shelby Street on land purchased or provided by David Denny. 

Many Duwamish people from the Lake Union, Portage Bay, and Lake 

Washington areas went to the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe (the oldest 

reservation in the region) or to the Suquamish Tribe, the Tulalip Tribe, 

Lummi, or other reservations where they had kin. Many joined with the 

Snoqualmie on Lake Sammamish and elsewhere in the Snoqualmie 

River drainage. None of them could stay along the lakes because of the 

ever-expanding Seattle, prejudice and maltreatment, lack of native 

foods, and the increasing tax burden on their lands (BOAS 2005:39). 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 

The term Muckleshoot is a historic reference to a prairie where the 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Reservation is located. It is now used to 

describe the Green River (Skopamish) and upper White River 

(Smulkamish) aboriginal groups who had winter homes along these 

river drainages. The Green River and upper White River Indians had 

such strong cultural and social connections to the Duwamish on the 

Black River and the lower White River that a definition of tribal 

divisions in this area is not entirely certain (Larson and Lewarch 1995). 

These Indians depended mostly on salmon for their subsistence, and 

they used fishtraps (or weirs) for salmon fishing. They also hunted 

deer, elk, and other game because their winter homes were near the 

upriver hunting grounds (Smith 1940). The Indians who lived upriver 

would often travel along overland trails or take canoe trips on the rivers 

down to the shellfish beds located on Elliott Bay and in the area south 

of Alki Point to Browns Point (Larson 1993). 

Suquamish Tribe 

The Suquamish Tribe occupied the western shores of Puget Sound on 

the Kitsap Peninsula. The lack of a major river in their territory required 

the Suquamish Tribe to expand their resource procurement activities to 

areas beyond the waters near their winter homes—to Elliott Bay, Alki 

Point, and Mukilteo (Wandrey 1975).  
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The Suquamish Tribe had social, economic, and spiritual connections to 

the Duwamish through marriage alliances; shared fishing grounds; and 

shared cooperative ceremonial activities (Haeberlin 1918, Lane 1987). 

Seasonal shellfish gathering was an important part of the Suquamish 

Tribe subsistence strategy that necessitated special trips to productive 

beaches to procure shellfish for winter storage and trade. 

What is the historic setting? 
The Oregon Treaty of 1846 defined the boundary between the U.S. and 

Canada at the 49th parallel, spurring Euroamerican settlement 

throughout the Pacific Northwest. Th e Oregon Territory was created as 

part of the United States shortly afterward, in 1848. 

The Donation Land Claim Act of 18 50 and the Homestead Act of 1869 

further spurred population growth in the area, luring settlers with the 

promise of free land. In the fall of 1851, a group of Midwestern settlers, 

led by Arthur Denny, arrived at Alki Point in present-day West Seattle. 

Later that year, they relocated to the east and named their settlement 

for the local Native American leader , Chief Seattle (Dorpat n.d.). In 

1853, the Washington Territory was formed from a piece of the Oregon 

Territory. 

The early economy of Seattle was based on timber and coal. The 

opportunities available brought more and more settlers. By 1883, Seattle 

had grown to more than 3,000 citizens, making it the second largest 

municipality in the Washington Territory (Dorpat n.d.). 

Initially, logging activities focused along waterways to take advantage 

of these areas for transporting logs to the sawmills. From Union Bay on 

Lake Washington to Lake Union, logging was accelerated when the log 

chute was opened in 1885. By the 1890s, most of the area in west Lake 

Washington had been logged. Within th e next 10 years, all of the timber 

had been cut from the shores of the lake (BOAS 2007). 

The introduction of cable cars and streetcars beginning in the 1880s fed 

the push for residential development beyond the traditional city center, 

fueled by intense population growth. The Klondike Gold Rush in 1897 

added to the growth of Seattle. Over the summer of 1909, the Alaska

Yukon-Pacific Exposition showcased the city and celebrated its 

achievements and economic potential. Designed by the Olmsted 

Brothers, it was held on the grounds of the University of Washington. 

Part of the plan remains today, incorporated into the current campus. 
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By 1910, a mere 60 years after its founding, the city had grown to 

230,000 people (Dorpat n.d.). 

In the historic era, modifications to the land changed lake levels in the 

study area. Cuts were made through the Montlake isthmus to create a 

water passage between Lake Washington and Puget Sound. As noted 

above, the early cuts were shallow, made to transport logs from the lake 

to Puget Sound. The Montlake Cut was completed in 1916 to provide a 

western outlet and a direct, navigable passage to Puget Sound. As a 

result of the cut, Lake Washington was lowered about 10 feet, and the 

Portage Bay and Union Bay marshes either dried out or were covered 

with fill. 

The Seattle segment of the study area mostly developed in the early 

decades of the twentieth century. James Moore, its main developer, 

named Capitol Hill in 1901. Years before, pioneers had cleared a wagon 

road to its peak. They founded a cemetery there in 1872. (This cemetery 

was later named Lake View Cemetery.) The hill was logged off in the 

1880s. By 1912, there were more than 40 platted additions in the Capitol 

Hill area, including Moore’s seven tracts. The Eastlake neighborhood 

was surveyed in 1855, but not platted until the 1870s. Development 

there was slow until the arrival of the streetcar in 1885. The original 

developers, David T. Denny and Henry Fuhrman, platted the north end 

of Eastlake, along with the area now known as Roanoke Park, as part of 

the 1890 Denny-Fuhrman Addition to the City of Seattle and the 

subsequent Denny-Fuhrman Supplemental Addition. It encompassed 

all the land north of Roanoke Street to Lake Union. By the early 1890s, 

David Denny had established a streetcar line through the area along 

Eastlake Avenue that connected with downtown Seattle and points 

north, facilitating the residential development of the neighborhood. The 

City of Seattle acquired the land that is now Roanoke Park in 1908 and 

developed it as a park in 1910 (Sherwood 1974a). The establishment of 

Interlaken Park in 1908 and the opening of the Alaska-Yukon-Pacific 

Exposition in 1909 exposed more people to the area. People began 

building residences in the Roanoke Park neighborhood in 1899, but 

they mostly constructed them between 1908 and 1912. Construction of 

I-5 and SR 520 in the 1960s physically separated the neighborhoods of 

Eastlake, Capitol Hill, and Roanoke Park into their current distinct 

areas. 

East across Portage Bay, the Montlake neighborhood was developed 

about the same time, starting in 1905. The main era of construction was 

the 1910s through the 1940s. John Boyer of the Interlaken Land 
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Company platted the area of the Montlake neighborhood south of 

SR 520 in December 1905. The area now north of SR 520 was originally 

known as Union City, so named by Harvey Pike in 1861. It was 

incorporated into the City of Seattle in 1891. With the Alaska-Yukon-

Pacific Exposition in 1909 at the University of Washington campus, the 

area received extensive exposure and benefited from increased public 

transit to the area. Two brothers, Calvin and William Hagan, with 

partner James Corner (Smith n.d.) originated the name “Montlake” as 

they developed “Montlake Park, An Addi tion to the City of Seattle” in 

July of 1909. This development occupied the area between the present 

day Montlake Cut and SR 520, and encompassed the eight blocks 

originally platted as H.L. Pike’s Fi rst Addition to Union City in 1870. 

Although Boyer preferred the name “Interlaken” for the neighborhood 

he helped develop, he later agreed to “Montlake” as the name for the 

entire neighborhood (Gould 2000), which is generally accepted today. 

The Montlake neighborhood is bordered by the Washington Park 

Arboretum, one of the City’s first parks, which was created from 1900 

to 1904. Originally owned by the Puget Mill Company, the park area 

was logged and slated for development, along with the adjacent area 

that is now known as Broadmoor. Ho wever, the financial panic of 1893 

put the company’s plans on hold. To get needed infrastructure 

improvements from the City, the Puget Mill Company deeded the City 

62 acres of land that would become the park. More acreage was added 

over the next few years and, by 1916, the City owned a total of 

165.22 acres (BOLA and Kiest 2003). The City largely completed its 

acquisition of land for Washington Park with the 1917 purchase of 

Foster Island and the 1920-1921 purchase of all but one lot of the Bard-

Foster Washington Park Addition (City of Seattle 2008). 

In 1903, the Olmsted Brothers came to Seattle and prepared a plan for 

Seattle’s park system, including Washington Park. In March 1924, 

Washington Park was officially set aside as a botanical garden and 

arboretum by the Board of Park Commissioners. In 1925, the federal 

government leased the “Old Government Canal” property to the City 

for 99 years, to be used for park purposes. The leased land was 

considered an expansion of Washington Park and was the location of 

the first official plantings in the park in 1935-1936. 

The Olmsted Brothers drew up the first formal plan for the Arboretum 

in March 1936, which included an illustrated plan, a nine-page letter, a 

collection of photographs, and plant lists. J. Frederick Dawson was the 

chief designer, and he used an earlier design by the Parks Department’s 
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staff landscape architect, Frederick Leissler, as the basis for the Olmsted 

plan. Dawson worked closely with Leissler, who had been hired by 

Dean Winkenwerder of the University of Washington College of 

Forestry to oversee development of the Arboretum. As this was during 

the Great Depression, 500 men in the Public Works Administration/ 

Works Progress Administration (PWA/WPA) did much of the 

construction. Between 1936 and 1941, WPA workers completed much of 

the basic infrastructure that is present today. They also built a stone 

gatehouse located near the south entrance at Madison Street, an 

overlook or gazebo on a hillside at the southern end of the Arboretum, 

and a stone kiosk at the Interlaken Boulevard intersection with Lake 

Washington Boulevard (the original kiosk has been demolished).  

“Designed by architects Arthur Loveless & Lester P. Fey, these 

structures reflect the rustic style of park architecture that was 

prevalent during this era while the intricate stonework is 

representative of the craftsmanship that was a hallmark of WPA 

construction…. Similar craftsmanship was employed in the 

construction of two stone bridges over Arboretum Creek… Several 

major landscape elements were also completed by WPA workers, 

often under the supervision of local landscape architects and 

designers. This included the Rhododendron Glen, which followed a 

planting plan prepared by O tto Holmdahl…. Holmdahl also 

completed the plan for the Mapl e Collection…and supervised 

construction of the Rock Garden/Rockery…. WPA workers 

constructed the pools of the Woodland Garden.… Although the 

Olmsted Brothers firm completed the General Plan with the idea 

that they would be hired for additional design work for specific 

elements, they only executed a detailed planting plan for Azalea 

Way…. The General Plan also provided a sequential arrangement of 

the plant collection based on a taxonomic classification system laid 

down by the botanists, Engler and Prantl…. In addition, several 

major elements of the Olmsted Brothers plan were never executed, 

including the Lakeside Boulevard, the Rose Garden and the 

Administration Building/Herbarium/Library” (City of Seattle 

2008).  

Much of the Arboretum plant collection development occurred after 

World War II, when the late Brian O. Mulligan was director. 

The area around Foster Island and along the shoreline was included in 

both the 1904 and 1936 Olmsted plans as an area of lagoons. The 

lowering of Lake Washington in 1916 changed the shoreline and 
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created a marsh at the north end of the Arboretum around Foster 

Island. By 1936, this area was “extensive marshlands, interrupted by 

landfills, following two decades of exposure since the lowering of the 

lake. The plan proposed the introduction of waterways labeled 

‘lagoons’ to be developed through dredging of the marshland. Dredge 

spoils would be used to raise the adjacent marshland and to cover the 

dumps. A future Alpine collectio n could expand into the area 

surrounding Foster Island, from the primary Alpine garden proposed 

west of the nursery” (BOLA and Kiest 2003). To implement the lagoon 

plan, extensive dredging was done in 1938-1939, dredging out 1¼ miles 

of lagoons. In 1939, extensive planting of 16 species of bamboo and 

3,500 Japanese iris took place; however, few of these survived after 

World War II. 

The undeveloped property north of SR 520 behind the houses facing 

East Hamlin Street is what remains of the “canal reserve land,” the 

location of the original log canal between Lake Union and Lake 

Washington. This piece of land was not included in the Olmsted plans 

for the park, but as noted above, was one of the first areas formally 

planted. Frederick W. Leissler, Jr., who was appointed assistant director 

of the Arboretum in 1936, directed WPA crews in planting Yoshino 

cherry trees and incense cedars on the “canal land” during the winter of 

1935-1936. The trees remained until the construction of SR 520 in 1961. 

At that time, many of the cherry trees were relocated to the liberal arts 

quad of the University of Washington. These trees were removed in 

1998 because of their advanced age (BOLA and Kiest 2003). Two of the 

cherry trees that were not relocated remain today; however, most of the 

surrounding land and plantings have been removed, and the 

introduction of SR 520 severely compromised the integrity of this early 

landscape. 

McCurdy Park is located on the north side of SR 520 and encompasses 

approximately 1.5 acres of land. It was once part of the “canal reserve 

land,” which had been reserved for use as a potential location for the 

Montlake Cut. MOHAI was constructed on a portion of this property in 

1950, and the land immediately surrounding it was named for Horace 

W. McCurdy in 1958 (Sherwood 1974b). In 1963, the State Department 

of Highways condemned approximately 47 acres of Arboretum 

property for SR 520, including most of the canal reserve land, and the 

path for the new expressway effectively cut off what was left of 

McCurdy Park from the Arboretum. McCurdy Park and MOHAI are no 

longer considered part of the Arboretum. 
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On the east side of Lake Washington, the discovery of coal in 1867 in 

the Coal Creek area attracted settlers as extensive mining began there at 

the Newcastle Coal Mine. William Meydenbauer and Aaron 

Mercer staked large claims on the east side of Lake Washington in 1869, 

becoming some of the first non-Native settlers there. German-born 

Meydenbauer, who owned a prosperous bakery in Seattle, settled next 

to what is now Meydenbauer Bay. Mercer had the land around what is 

now known as the Mercer Slough (Rochester 1998). In 1871, Warren 

Wentworth Perrigo and Captain Luke McRedmond staked the first land 

claims on Lake Sammamish in present day Redmond (GRCC 2009). 

During the 1870s, Seattle business people and real estate investors 

began to buy property on what came to be known as the Eastside. 

Marshall Blinn purchased the land on what would become Hunts Point, 

and Jacob Furth, a banker, and Bailey Gatzert, mayor of Seattle, also 

purchased property there. Once land speculators and other settlers 

came to the Eastside, making the land more profitable, Meydenbauer 

and Mercer both sold their claims and moved on (Rochester 1998). 

Logging, almost by necessity, became a primary occupation on the 

Eastside, as the settlers who came to pursue agriculture needed to clear 

land for their farms. The timber industry arrived on the Eastside in 

earnest when logger Albert King and his brothers homesteaded nearby 

Groat Point and Eastland in 1875 (Rochester 1998). In 1882, Isaac 

Bechtel, Sr. bought land near current downtown Bellevue and began a 

logging operation. The first sawmill on the Eastside was started by John 

Peterson near Pine Lake in 1890 (GRCC 2009). In 1891, Mr. T. L. 

Dabney, considered Medina’s first permanent resident, built the first 

landing in Medina on what later became known as Dabney Point. The 

landing was directly across from the Leschi Park landing and it became 

the main crossing point for settlers and visitors to enter “the Points 

Country” (City of Medina 2008). 

Throughout the late nineteenth century, settlers came to the Eastside, 

including Civil War veterans awar ded homesteads for their service 

(City of Bellevue 2006). Irish and Scottish immigrants settled much of 

the Points area. In 1871, the Popham and MacGregor families became 

the first non-Natives to settle in the Kirkland area. They located their 

homesteads along Lake Washington, south of what is now downtown 

Kirkland (Stein 1998a). Patrick Downey, an Irish immigrant, 

homesteaded a 160-acre tract of land on the southern slope of Clyde 

Hill in 1882. He is considered the first settler in present-day Clyde Hill 

(City of Clyde Hill 2009). William Easter filed the first homestead claim 
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in Yarrow Point in 1886. Leigh S. J. Hunt, owner of the Seattle Post-

Intelligencer, bought most of the rest of Yarrow Point in 1888 and built 

a large estate on its northern shoreline that he named “Yarrow,” 

branding the peninsula as Yarrow Point from then on. He also 

purchased much of the land on Hunts Point, which he named for 

himself and held until the financial Panic of 1893 (Knauss 2003). In 

addition, in 1888, Hunt partnered with Englishman Peter Kirk to 

purchase thousands of acres of land to found a new town, which they 

called Kirkland. They planned it as a steel mill community (Stein 

1998a).  

The Seattle Lake Shore and Eastern Railroad reached Redmond in 1889, 

ensuring the economic success of the Eastside timber industry (Stein 

1998b). That same year, Washington achieved statehood. By 1890, about 

20 families had settled in the Points area of the Eastside from Medina to 

Kirkland. In June 1900, the Federal Census of the Bellevue Precinct in 

King County, encompassing about the same area, counted 254 people 

(City of Clyde Hill 2009). Much of the Eastside area had become a 

haven for berry growing and fruit orchards. Bellevue’s first permanent 

school was built in 1892, and the town of Bellevue was platted in 1904. 

By then Bellevue was already the center for berry growing in King 

County, supported by a thriving Ja panese community (Stein 1998c). 

Kirkland incorporated in 1905, and although it never succeeded as the 

steel mill town Peter Kirk had envisioned, it prospered through ship 

building and wool milling (Stein 1998a). The City of Redmond 

incorporated in 1912 and began to transition from a lumber economy to 

an agricultural one (Stein 1998b). 

In 1894, Hunt sold 22 acres on Yarrow Point to Jacob Furth, who built a 

summer home there that he named “Barnabee.” In 1902, Edward 

Tremper also purchased a large piece of land on Yarrow Point and 

planted holly that he had imported from England. By the 1920s, he 

owned the largest holly farm in the United States. In 1907, George F. 

Meacham filed the first development pl at for Yarrow Point, but the area 

remained largely agricultural. Strawberries, vegetables, and holly 

continued to be grown on most of Yarrow Point until the middle of the 

twentieth century (Knauss 2003). 

Although most other communities in the Points area were developing 

around agriculture, coal, timber, hopes of a steel mill, and other 

commercial ventures, Medina, promoted by William C. Calvert, 

developed as a wealthy residential enclave, an idyllic retreat from 

urban Seattle. It became known as the “Gold Coast” for the number of 
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wealthy citizens who built large home s along the shoreline. Like Hunt’s 

“Yarrow,” Edward E. Webster, Secretary and General Manager of 

Seattle’s Independent Telephone Company, built “The Gables.” Shortly 

afterward, Captain Elias W. Johnston, a millionaire from the Yukon 

Gold Rush, built a mansion next to Dabney’s Landing. These were 

followed by publisher Miller Freeman, lumberman William Neil 

Winter, James G. Eddy, W. B. Nettleton, and James and Charlotte Clapp 

of the wealthy Norton/Weyerhaeuser family, who all built mansions in 

Medina. Medina Heights (now Medina) was officially named and 

platted in 1914 (Rochester 1998). 

A group of families from Seattle purchased Hunts Point, which the 

Puget Sound National Bank had taken over from Hunt after 1893. They 

used it as a family retreat and vacation area. Like Medina, Hunts Point 

remained mostly residential. Improved services and access led to more 

of the summer homes becoming full-time residences. In 1913, the Hunts 

Point Clubhouse was built as a community center to serve the small 

community (Town of Hunts Point 2006). 

As noted earlier, the Montlake Cut was completed in 1916 and, as a 

result of the cut, Lake Washington was lowered about 10 feet. Medina 

millionaires found added lakeshore acreage in front of their homes, 

while others suddenly had additional acreage for planting (Rochester 

1998). The Furth property on Yarrow Point gained rich land along its 

waterfront boundary, and the Furth family leased 16 acres of it to the 

Saiki family to farm (Knauss 2003). The additional shoreline of Yarrow 

Bay created a natural wetlands area, and on Hunts Point, the 

marshlands of Cozy Cove and Fairweather Bay were formed (Knauss 

2003, Town of Hunts Point 2006). 

By the 1920s, a road system connected the Eastside communities, and 

ferries linked them to Seattle. The fruits and produce grown on the 

Eastside filled the Seattle markets. Many families still used Eastside 

property for summer vacations. The ferry landing in Kirkland served 

the most popular route, bringing people and goods to or from Seattle in 

just over 30 minutes (Stein 1998a). 

The relative isolation of the Eastside ended with the opening of the 

Lacey V. Murrow Bridge in 1940 just south of Bellevue, which was the 

first floating bridge across Lake Washington (the present-day route of 

the I-90 Bridge) (Wilma 2001). This spurred tremendous growth in the 

Eastside communities, resulting in in creased property values. After the 

United States entered World War II, the Japanese residents of the area 
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were sent to internment camps. These two actions signaled the end of 

the agricultural era of the Eastside, and the beginning of its suburban 

development (City of Bellevue 2006). 

World War II brought more growth to the area, particularly with the 

influx of workers at Boeing Field. In 1946, developer Kemper Freeman 

opened Bellevue Square shopping center, the first shopping center in 

the region and one of the first in th e country (Stein 1998c). Housing and 

commercial developments on the Eastside mushroomed. Bellevue and 

Clyde Hill both incorporated in 1953, followed by Medina and Hunts 

Point in 1955 and Yarrow Point in 1959 (Stein 1998c, City of Clyde Hill 

2009, City of Medina 2008).  

The second span across Lake Washington, 4 miles north of the Lacey V. 

Murrow Bridge, was the Evergreen Point Bridge. As part of the original 

SR 520 project, construction on the Evergreen Point Bridge began in 

August 1960, and it officially opened in August 1963 (Hobbs and 

Holstine 2005). It was officially renamed the Governor Albert D. 

Rosellini Bridge in 1988 (Mauldin n.d.). At the time of its construction, 

the Evergreen Point Bridge was the largest floating span in the world at 

1.4 miles long. With the sinking of the original Lake Washington 

floating bridge in November 1990, it became the oldest remaining 

floating bridge across Lake Washington, exemplifying an engineering 

feat of outstanding proportions. For the Eastside communities, the 

second bridge led to even more residents and greater development 

pressures. 

Throughout the first half of the twentieth century, farming remained 

the most important industry on the Eastside. However, the opening of 

the Lacey V. Murrow Bridge across Lake Washington in 1940 changed 

the area from a collection of small rural communities to much denser, 

more developed communities, many of which function today as Seattle 

suburbs. Although Bellevue, Kirkland, and Redmond have embraced 

this intense growth, the Points communities (Medina, Hunts Point, 

Clyde Hill, and Yarrow Point) have focused instead on remaining quiet 

residential enclaves, with Medina becoming one of the most affluent 

areas in the region. 
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Records/Archival Research �
The cultural resources staff reviewed the following data and sources for 

use in preparing this discipline report: 

�x� Washington DAHP – Dr. Robert Whitlam, state archaeologist; Mr. 

Greg Griffith, Deputy SHPO; Mr. Michael Houser, state 

architectural historian 

�x� Determinations of NRHP Eligibility at DAHP 

�x� Historic Resources Inventory files at DAHP 

�x� Archaeological Site Inventory files at DAHP 

�x� Historic Property Inventory files at DAHP 

�x� National Register Nomination forms at DAHP 

�x� King County Historic Preservation Program 

�x� Previous cultural resource studies, including archaeological site 

records and cultural resources reports 

�x� Environmental background reports, including environmental 

histories and detailed geomorphologic and geoarchaeological 

analyses used to reconstruct prehistoric landforms and to evaluate 

areas of possible archaeological sensitivity 

�x� Ethnographic and historic background material, including relevant 

ethnographic reports, oral histories, local histories, newspaper 

articles, census data, city directories, historic photographs, and 

historic maps 

�x� Various information collected from tribal consultations 

�x� King County Assessor’s Office 

�x� Seattle Municipal Archives: database of photographs  

�x� Seattle Public Utilities Engineering Department: records vault (city 

maps, plat books, historic aerial photos) 

�x Seattle Department of Parks: Mr. David Goldberg 
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�x City of Seattle Historic Preservation Division (Department of 

Neighborhoods) 

�� List of historic landmarks  

�� Ms. Elizabeth Chave, Landmarks Preservation Board 

�� Ms. Karen Gordon, Seattle City Historic Preservation Officer 

�x Historic Seattle Preservation Foundation 

�x Friends of Seattle’s Olmsted Parks 

�x HistoryLink, an online encyclopedia of Seattle, King County, and 

Washington State history 

�x University of Washington 

�� Suzzallo Library 

�� The Burke Museum 

�� Special Collections and Manuscripts 

�� School of Architecture Library 

�� School of Architecture: Professor Jeffrey Ochsner and Professor 

Grant Hildebrand 

�x MOHAI: historic photographs database 

�x Seattle Public Library – Seattle Room 

�x Kirkland Public Library 

�x Kirkland Historical Society: City of Kirkland Historical Survey 

�x Bellevue Public Library 

�x Bellevue Public School System 

�� Mr. Brian Harding 

�x Bellevue Historical Society 

�� Ms. Mary Ellen Piro and Ms. Katie Innes 

�� Bellevue Historical/Cultural Survey 

�x NOAA Northwest Fisheries Science Center: Mr. John Herkelrath 

and Mr. John Rheaume 

�x DOCOMOMO US–Seattle Chapter (Documentation and 

Conservation of buildings, sites and neighborhoods of the Modern 

Movement) 
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�x� U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Seattle District Cultural Resources 

Staff 

�x� Association of Washington Archaeology 

�x� Previously completed analyses of the SR 520 Bridge Replacement 

and HOV Project Draft EIS 

�x� Project effects and background information reported in other 

environmental analyses prepared for the I-5 to Medina project. Key 

elements for review include the following:  

��� Noise – for existing and predicted noise and vibration levels on 

historic properties, and for sound wall descriptions 

��� Visual quality and aesthetics – for assessment of existing visual 

and aesthetic qualities in areas around historic properties and 

for effects analysis on visual quality in these areas 

��� Land use, economics, and relocation – for information on 

relocations and changes in land use that may affect historic 

properties 

��� Air quality – for information on existing and predicted air 

quality levels that might affect the setting of historic properties 

��� Traffic – for information on existing and predicted traffic 

conditions that could affect historic properties 

��� Navigable waterways – for information on potential effects to 

marine-related historic properties  

��� Recreation – for information on effects to recreation resources, 

as those resources may also be historic properties 

Section 106 Consultations 
WSDOT initiated the Section 106 process for this undertaking in April 

and May 2009, coordinating with the SHPO, ACHP, affected Indian 

Tribes, and other consulting parties (Attachments 1 and 2). As the lead 

federal agency, FHWA conducts government-to-government 

consultations with the Tribes. WSDOT has assisted FHWA with 

previous consultations in this study area, beginning with the Trans-

Lake Washington Study and continuing through the Draft EIS. The 

consultations will continue through project design and construction. 

SDEIS_DR_CULT_FINAL.DOC� 43 



  

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Supplemental Draft EIS 

WSDOT identified potential consulting parties and initiated contact 

with them in March 2009. Comments on the APE were solicited from 

those who expressed interest in participating in the Section 106 process, 

and these comments, received in May 2009, led to a revised, expanded 

APE. WSDOT held two Section 106 briefings with the consulting 

parties, one during the day and one in the evening, in late May and 

early June, to address the comments and concerns expressed by the 

consulting parties in relation to the APE, and to review the Section 106 

process. In July 2009, WSDOT shared the revised APE along with the 

Historic Property Inventory forms for the project with the consulting 

parties, and asked for their comments. WSDOT responded to those 

comments in August 2009, and revised or added Historic Property 

Inventory forms, where appropriate. Another series of Section 106 

briefings was held in October 2009 to discuss the ongoing process in 

general and the analysis of effects on historic properties from the 

project in particular. Comments from those meetings were addressed 

whenever possible in the current report. Section 106 consultations are 

ongoing and will continue throughout the process, which will likely 

end with the signing of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). 

Literature Review 
This section discusses the results of the cultural resources literature 

review. The information is presented from west to east for the Seattle, 

Lake Washington, and Eastside transition area segments. The study 

results are discussed for each type of cultural resource within each of 

the project segments.  

Seattle Segment 

The Seattle segment, shown in Exhibit 7, includes the I-5, Portage Bay, 

Montlake, and West Approach areas. This segment also includes the 

Roanoke Park Historic District. The literature review identified one 

known archaeological site, the Mille r Street Landfill (45KI760), and 

identified historical background information about Foster Island. Both 

are located within the West Approach area. 

For the built environment, the literature review identified eight 

properties listed in the NRHP, one listed in the WHR but not in the 

NRHP, and nine designated Seattle landmarks, only three of which are 

not listed in either the NRHP or the WHR. 
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Miller Street Landfill (45KI760) 

Landfills were developed at the north end of the Arboretum in the 

marsh near Union Bay. When SR 520 was built in 1961, a dump of 

bottles was found dating from 1904. This site was located on the knoll 

east of where Arboretum Creek would have entered Lake Washington 

before the lake was lowered and at the informal end of Montlake 

Boulevard before it was extended to the University of Washington. The 

bottle dump may have been part of a sanitary landfill with access off 

Miller Street (which later came to be known as the Miller Street Dump, 

45KI760, and now is known as the Miller Street Landfill) that was used 

until 1936 (BOLA and Kiest 2003). 

In 1916, the temporary U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ lower cofferdam 

(built as part of the cut that would link Lake Washington and Union 

Bay) unexpectedly eroded. The water level of Lake Washington 

dropped quickly by about 10 feet, exposing new shore lands. This 

resulted in expansion of shoreline properties, including portions of 

Washington Park (BOLA and Kiest 2003). 

After lowering of the water level in Lake Washington in 1916, 30 acres 

of land at the north end of the Arboretum became a marsh that 

extended northward ¼ mile to the new shoreline. Except for elevated 

spots like Foster Island and the Miller Street Landfill, the area had little 

elevation relief and was overgrown with willows, blackberries, tall 

grass, and cattails. In 1938–1939, the Puget Sound Bridge and Dredging 

Company dredged out more than 1¼ miles of lagoons at the north end 

of the Arboretum. The dredged peat material was overlain on the banks 

and some of the material was graded off by bulldozer and hand graded 

by WPA crews (BOLA and Kiest 2003). 

BOAS (2007) conducted additional research and subsurface testing for 

the Miller Street Landfill and reported that the landfill operated from 

about 1910 until 1936. Subsurface testing identified a diverse 

assemblage that included beverage and condiment bottles, medicine 

bottles, tableware, brick, shoes, clothing fragments, food waste, metal 

debris, ash, charcoal, and oxidized sediments.  

A human patella (kneecap) was recovered in a shovel probe, but 

subsequent excavation of a 2- by 2-meter unit around the find 

demonstrated that the bone was an isolate without association with 

other skeletal remains. Hospital waste recovered from probes in the 

general vicinity led to a conclusion that the patella likely was from a 

surgical amputation.  
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Artifacts analyzed during the testing indicate a context date spanning 

from about 1910 to the 1920s. The deposits were very well stratified and 

up to four meters deep. Site boundaries were not entirely identified. 

BOAS recommended the site eligible for listing in the NRHP under 

Criterion D and that a determination of eligibility for the site be 

completed. The Landfill presently remains unevaluated. The site is 

potentially eligible pending significance testing, which would be done 

once the preferred alternative is selected. Because mitigation for a 

landfill would always be archaeological data recovery, WSDOT 

postponed significance testing until additional information on potential 

effects due to construction and development were determined. 

Foster Island 

Foster Island has the greatest interest and concern to all Tribes with 

members who can trace ancestry to the Montlake Portage area and the 

Lakes Duwamish families who recently lived there. 

People living nearby on both sides of the Montlake portage and 

travelers through the area used Foster Island as a burial ground (BOAS 

2007). As reported to anthropologist T.T. Waterman by one of his native 

informants, Foster Island was used as a burial ground. The Indians 

hoisted their dead into trees, and the informant remembered when the 

trees were full of boxes containing skeletons. The lashings of these 

boxes gave way from time to time, and the ground at that time was 

covered with bones that had fallen down from the trees. These bones 

are reported to have been removed when the Washington Park 

Arboretum was developed (Hilbert et al. 2001:103). There are anecdotal 

reports that skeletal remains were removed in the early 1900s, but the 

ethnographic study completed by BOAS for the Draft EIS could not 

determine where. 

The use of islands as burial areas is not uncommon in the Puget Sound 

region. Often these small islands were near major settlements. It 

appears that, in some cases, the dead were placed in cedar boxes or 

canoes and suspended in trees. Where trees were not available, small 

burial houses or scaffolds for canoes were constructed, and the dead 

were placed in these. After a time, the desiccated bones were gathered 

and interred in the ground, at the same or other location. 

According to documents detailing the history of the Washington Park 

Arboretum and Foster Island (Plummer 1991), Foster Island no longer 

contained any remains of graves when development of the Arboretum 

began. It may be that the bones were removed prior to logging in the 
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1890s. The primary source documents that actually stated what had 

happened to the human skeletal remains described by T.T. Waterman 

could not be found (BOAS 2005:18). 

The northern portion of the Arboretum near SR 520 is located at a 

natural break in Seattle’s topography, a narrow isthmus between Lake 

Washington and Lake Union. This area served as an early portage 

between the two lakes. A small creek flowed along the isthmus from 

Lake Washington to form a swamp at the east edge of Portage Bay. 

SR 520 now occupies the site of the creek outlet and an early log 

channel. The ship canal is about 150 to 200 yards to the north (BOLA 

and Kiest 2003). 

The shoreline area is associated with early Indian settlement. Records 

suggest that an Indian settlement was once located near the present-day 

University of Washington power plant (Buerge 1984). The narrow piece 

of land between the two lakes was a strategic location for Native 

Americans. The Duwamish traveled the route and called it 

Sxwacugwit , or “s-hool-WEEHL” (portage or narrow passage in Puget 

Sound Salish language). This portage was critical to the Indians, just as 

it was for later settlers, because it led from the coast to lakes and river 

systems. 

For a short period in the 1890s, Foster Island contained a sawmill. In 

1916, the temporary U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ lower coffer dam 

(built as part of the cut that would link Lake Washington and Union 

Bay) unexpectedly eroded. The water level of Lake Washington 

dropped quickly by about 10 feet, exposing new shore lands. This 

resulted in expansion of shoreline properties, including portions of 

Washington Park. The island was also used as a dump site for soil 

excavated from the Montlake Cut (BOLA and Kiest 2003). 

The island was later sold to the City of Seattle (in 1917) and added to 

Washington Park. Three years later, the Seattle Gun Club operated a 

trap shooting area until the state closed shooting within 1 mile of the 

lake. In 1934, the University of Washington and the City of Seattle 

agreed to use Washington Park as an arboretum. Land use activities 

from the 1930s to 1950s were primarily recreational use. During the 

1960s, the Evergreen Point Bridge was built across Foster Island, and 

considerable disturbance of deposits occurred within the construction 

footprint (BOAS 2007). 
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A Duwamish village was located east of the mouth of the creek, which 

was called Slalal , or “fathom.” 

Cultural Resource Investigations on Foster Island 

During a field survey conducted by CH2M HILL (2004) for the previous 

TransLake SR 520 Project (the predecessor to this project), three shovel 

probes were placed on Foster Island south of SR 520. The shovel probes 

resulted in negative findings. Backdi rt from several rodent holes found 

in the area near Lake Washington Boulevard contained historic debris 

(cut bone; charcoal; and fragments of brick, old glass, and porcelain). 

The 2004 report recommended additional ethnographic study and 

research to determine if Foster Island was a TCP. 

In 2007, BOAS conducted an ethnographic study of Foster Island. The 

investigation determined that Foster Island met at least some of the 

criteria necessary to be considered a TCP and eligible for the NRHP. 

However, additional study and tribal consultation would be necessary 

to establish its eligibility. 

A Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) study was designed to potentially 

delineate sedimentary layers that would reveal the depositional history 

of the island and to determine if subsurface disturbance features (called 

anomalies) could be detected that might be interments or other 

archaeological features. The findings suggest that both objectives were 

met, but anomalies and areas devoid of them will have to be 

archaeologically excavated to establish function or origin. Similar 

results of two GPR tests using different antennae frequencies (that is, 

radar wave lengths) suggest that spatial distributions of anomalies were 

reliably detected. Future investigations will need to cover a broader 

area than was covered in July 2008 (Goodman et al. 2008). 

In 2008 and 2009, ICF Jones & Stokes conducted background research to 

supplement previous work on the Foster Island shoreline. The objective 

was to accurately map the historical shorelines of the two historic 

islands that are now Foster Island. The information gathered may be 

used to support the preferred alternative and to prepare a research 

design for potential cultural resource investigations. In late 2009, Dr. Jay 

Miller conducted additional research, oral history interviews, and 

ethnographic study. His research led to FHWA’s conclusion that Foster 

Island should be treated as an eligible TCP. A formal determination of 

eligibility for Foster Island still remains to be done, and additional 

cultural resource investigations are needed to determine the site 

boundaries.  
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Archaeological High Probability Areas  

The background research and historic map georeferencing concluded 

that the 6-Lane Alternative alignments appear to traverse the 300-foot

wide gap between the historical south and north islands. BOAS (2007) 

identified several locations within the Seattle segment as areas of 

archaeological high probability, both for the potential presence of 

prehistoric Native American archaeological sites and for historic period 

Euroamerican archaeological remains (Exhibit 12). 

The areas in the Seattle segment include the western shore of Union 

Bay, the parking lot and waterfront  near MOHAI, Union Bay north of 

the Montlake Cut, Montlake Boul evard north of the Intramural 

Activities Building, Foster Island, the Miller Street Landfill, and East 

Arboretum Creek. BOAS conducted archaeological subsurface testing 

within the high-probability areas identified during the research phase 

of the investigation. Fifty-nine shovel probes and eight trenches were 

excavated. Excavated locations were in the general vicinity of east 

Portage Bay; McCurdy Park between Montlake Boulevard and 

24th Avenue East; near the MOHAI lower parking lot; and the 

Montlake and West Approach areas. Excavation areas in the Miller 

Street Landfill contained historic period debris associated with the 

historic dump. Excavation areas on the eastern shore of Portage Bay, in 

McCurdy Park, near MOHAI, Union Bay north of the Montlake Cut, 

and the area near Montlake Boulevard contained fill material deposited 

directly on lakebed sediments or peat deposits; no historic or pre

contact cultural resources were encountered (BOAS 2007). 

Built Environment Resources 

The literature review identified the following eight properties in the 

Seattle segment listed in the NRHP: 

�x� Roanoke Park Historic District (Criteria A & C) 

�x� Parsons, William House (Criteria A & C) 

�x� Seattle Yacht Club – Main Station (Criterion A) 

�x� Montlake Cut [component of Chittenden Locks and Related 

Features of the Lake Washington Ship Canal] (Criteria A & C) 

�x� Montlake Bridge [Historic Bridges/Tunnels in Washington State] 

(Criterion C) 
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Exhibit 12. Summary Description of Archaeological High Probability Areas with Supporting Ethnographic Data in the Study Area 

Project �
Segment Development/Modification� 

Portage � Excavation across the portage and fill 
Bay � placed in the vicinity has likely 

obliterated evidence of Indian use of 
the portage and its shorelines. It is 
unlikely that the portage area retains 
cultural significance except as a 
reference to travel routes in the 1800s. 

Montlake � Excavation across the portage and fill 
Portage � placed in the vicinity has likely 

obliterated evidence of Indian use of 
the portage and its shorelines. It is 
unlikely that the portage area retains 
cultural significance except as a 
reference to travel routes in the 1800s. 

Used extensively by several Tribes. Union Bay was affected first by lowering BOAS (2005: 
(BOAS 2005:95). Lake Washington, then by placement of Appendix B, 

large quantities of fill in the former bay. F, H) 
Both events eliminated Duwamish fishery 
use. The extent to which either event 
affected possible cultural deposits is 
unknown (BOAS 2005:95 and 2007). 

Union � Alterations include developing 
Bay � Montlake Cut, lowering Lake 

Washington, landfilling, dredging, 
Arboretum development, and SR 520 
construction. Former marsh areas 
south of SR 520 and in the APE are 
part of the Arboretum or in the 
Madison Park residential 
neighborhood. 

Used extensively. Material remains 
would have been stakes and nets, 
fishtraps, animal traps, tools, and fire-
modified rock. There is no evidence in 
the documented record of continued 
access to or use of the area by Lakes 
Duwamish descendants (BOAS 
2005:96). 

There is potential for the discovery of 
archaeological deposits on the north side of 
the Bay and northeast of the cut (BOAS 
2005:96). Deposits related to waste 
disposal are present within the APE at the 
confirmed location of the Miller Street 
Landfill. Other historic period sites could be 
encountered along Lake Washington 
Boulevard. (BOAS 2005:96 and 2007). 

BOAS (2005: 
Figure 3, 
#111, 
Appendix B, 
F, H) 

Foster The central portion of the island was 
Island significantly altered by SR 520 

construction. 

Ethnographic Data 

Two Indian homesteads associated 
with ethnographic place names are 
located on either side of Portage Bay. 
The Chehsiahud settlement area is 
located within the SR 520 APE and 
extends south to the southernmost 
extent of Portage Bay. 

Archaeological Potential 

It may or may not be possible to determine 
whether any homestead or prehistoric 
deposits are present (BOAS 2005:94 and 
2007) 

Reference to 
maps and 

illustrations 

BOAS (2005: 
Figure  3, 
#113; 
Appendix B) 

Foster Island is of considerable Areas north and south of SR 520 could BOAS (2005: 
interest and concern to all Tribes with potentially contain intact archaeological Figure 3, 
members who trace ancestry to the deposits at or near the ground surface. #110, 
Montlake portage area and to two Foster Island was used as a burial ground. Appendix B) 
Lakes Duwamish families who most As such, it is possible that the island could 
recently lived there. The location retain buried human remains, although the 
appears to meet at least some criteria island has been severely modified (BOAS 
of a TCP (BOAS 2005:96). FHWA is 2005:96 and 2007). 
treating Foster Island as a TCP, 
eligible for the NRHP. 
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�x� Naval Military Hangar – University Shell House [Canoe House] 

(Criterion C) 

�x� Nuclear Reactor Building [More Ha ll Annex] (Criteria A & C, 

Criteria Consideration G) 

�x� Arboretum Aqueduct also known as Arboretum Sewer Trestle 

[Historic Bridges/Tunnels in Washington State] (Criteria A & C) 

With the exception of the Roanoke Park Historic District, the Canoe 

House, and the Nuclear Reactor Building, all of these properties are 

also designated Seattle Landmarks. In addition, there are four other 

designated Seattle Landmarks, as follows, for a total of nine designated 

Seattle Landmarks in the Seattle segment: 

�x� Denny-Fuhrman School/Seward School (three buildings – 1893, 

1905, 1917) 

�x� L’Amourita Apartment Building  

�x� Montlake Community Center 

�x� Seattle Japanese Garden 

One additional property is listed in the WHR but not in the NRHP – the 

1893 Denny-Fuhrman (Seward) School, noted above as a designated 

Seattle Landmark.  

Lake Washington Segment 

The Lake Washington segment contains no known prehistoric or 

historic archaeological resources or identified TCPs.  

Built Environment Resources 

There is one identified historic property in the Lake Washington 

segment. The Governor Albert D. Rosellini/Evergreen Point Bridge has 

been determined eligible for the NR HP. Although it has not yet reached 

50 years of age, it was accepted under Criteria Consideration G for its 

exceptional importance. It is eligible under Criteria A and C. DAHP 

concurred with this eligibility on January 26, 2009. 

Eastside Transition Area Segment 

Three high probability areas were identified in the Eastside transition 

area. Subsurface testing was conducted for these locations; however, no 

cultural resources were identified. Although the investigation in this 

area resulted in negative findings, the eastern Lake Washington 
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shoreline north of the Evergreen Point Bridge was determined to have 

deep fill placed on the original land surface, so that standard 

excavation methods could not penetrate deeply enough to sample 

native sediments for the presence of pre-contact archaeological 

resources. No TCPs were identified for this segment. 

Built Environment Resources 

The Eastside segment contains two historic properties that have been 

determined eligible for the NRHP – the James Arntson House at 

2851 Evergreen Point Road and the Dixon House at 3267 Evergreen 

Point Road. It also has one property, known as the Helen Pierce House 

at 2857 Evergreen Point Road, that has been determined not eligible for 

the NRHP, but eligible for the WHR. All of these properties are located 

in Medina, along Evergreen Point Road. DAHP concurred with these 

determinations of eligibility in April and August 2009. 
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Methodology �
Regulations contained in 36 CFR 800 provide a step-by-step process to 

address historic properties and satisfy the requirements of Section 106 

of the NHPA. Generally speaking, there are four steps:  

1. Identification of historic properties (inventory) 

2. Evaluation of historic significance 

3. Assessment of effects that may be caused by the project 

4. Resolution of adverse effects on historic properties, if applicable 

What is the Area of Potential Effects? 
The first step in identification is to determine and document the APE. 

As stated earlier, WSDOT determined the APE for the project in 

consultation with the SHPO, and also sought comments from the 

identified concerned Tribes and other consulting parties. The SHPO 

concurred with the APE on April 16, 2009. In accordance with 36 CFR 

800.4 (a)(3), WSDOT sought comments on the APE from consulting 

parties through meetings and written correspondence. Comments from 

the consulting parties were received and taken into consideration, and 

the APE was amended to accommodate many of these concerns. The 

SHPO concurred with this revised APE in August 2009. 

How was historic property surveyed? 
The second step in identification is to review existing information and 

then survey for potential historic properties. The cultural resources 

analysts compiled existing informat ion on any previously listed or 

identified historic properties. To provide context and guidance for the 

historic property survey, the anal ysts reviewed this information, 

performed additional research, and prepared a historical overview with 

a summary history of the area. The identification and evaluation of 

historic properties involved a literat ure search; the collection of existing 

data, including archival records, building permits, historic photographs 

and maps; and an analysis of these data to help assess eligibility for 

NRHP listing, WHR listing, or local landmark designation. The analysts 

then conducted a field survey of those buildings, structures, and 

planned landscapes in the APE constructed before 1972 that had not 

previously been adequately surveyed for historic properties. The year 
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1972 was selected because it encompasses the time period of 45 years 

from the anticipated project comple tion date of 2018. Properties 

identified in earlier surveys were re-evaluated and re-photographed to 

confirm their continued existence and level of integrity. A new DAHP 

Historic Property Inventory (HPI) form was prepared for any property 

surveyed more than 5 years prior to this field survey and for any 

previously unrecorded properties. The data from these HPI forms, 

including photographs and background  information, were then entered 

into the DAHP database.  

How were the properties evaluated? 
Once the information was compiled and the historic context was 

completed, the analysts evaluated the surveyed properties in 

accordance with NRHP, WHR, and local landmarks evaluation criteria 

and made recommendations for eligibility on each property surveyed. 

WSDOT, on behalf of FHWA, then made determinations of eligibility 

and submitted those determinations, along with the HPI forms in 

database format, to DAHP for concurrence. DAHP correspondence is 

included as Attachment 2. The HPI forms are included as Attachment 3 

to this report. DAHP concurred on the eligibility of these properties in 

August and October, 2009. 

How were effects analyzed? 
Each identified historic property in the APE was assessed for potential 

effects under the No Build Alternative and the 6-Lane Alternative and 

Options using the criteria of effect and adverse effect from 36 CFR 

800.5. The criteria of effect and adverse effect are used to determine 

whether the undertaking could change the characteristics that qualify a 

property for inclusion in the NRHP. If the characteristics are changed, 

for better or worse, it is considered an effect. If the aspects of integrity 

are diminished to the point where the property can no longer convey its 

significance, it is considered an adverse effect. In accordance with 

36 CFR Section 800.5(a)(1), an adverse effect is found when an 

undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics 

of a historic property that qualif y the property for inclusion in the 

NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s 

location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 

association. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects 

caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time or be farther 

removed in distance, known as indirect effects, or be cumulative. 
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Potential adverse effects on cultural resources include, but are not 

limited to the following (36 CFR 800.5, Adverse Effect): 

�x� Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property  

�x� Alteration of a property (including restoration, rehabilitation, or 

repair that is not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 

standards for the treatment of historic properties)  

�x� Removal of the property from its historic location 

�x� Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features 

within the property’s setting that contribute to its historic 

significance 

�x� Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that 

diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic features 

The cultural resources analysts reviewed the project alternatives to 

determine if they would affect hist oric properties by construction 

and/or by operation of the project. Following standard NEPA 

guidance, analysis of effects entailed comparing existing conditions 

with those of both the No Build Alternative and the 6-Lane Alternative. 

For the area near the I-5 and SR 520 interchange, and between I-5 and 

the Portage Bay Bridge, the project is the same under each option, so the 

analysis of effects is discussed only once. Because the options have 

differing components for the area east of the Portage Bay Bridge, this 

area is discussed separately for each design option. For the detailed 

effects analysis, see the Potential Effects of the Project section. 

When an undertaking is found to have an adverse effect on historic 

properties, Section 106 requires that the federal agency consult with the 

SHPO, Tribes, and other consulting parties to develop and evaluate 

alternatives or modifications to the undertaking that could avoid, 

minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on historic properties (36 CFR 

800.6). Some typical measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects 

include limiting the magnitude of the undertaking, or modifying the 

undertaking through redesign, reorientation, or other similar changes. 

Examples of mitigation include relocating historic properties; 

documenting buildings or structures that must be destroyed or 

substantially altered; conducting scientific excavation and analysis 

(data recovery); and salvaging architectural materials.  
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Historic Resources in the 
Study Area 
This section discusses the results of the cultural resources studies 

conducted for the proposed project. It is organized by study area 

segment—Seattle, Lake Washington, and Eastside transition area. 

What historic resources are in the 
Seattle study area? 
The Seattle study area, shown in Exhibit 7, includes the I-5, Portage Bay, 

Montlake, and West Approach areas. This study area also includes the 

Roanoke Park Historic District.  

Archaeological Sites in the Seattle Study Area 

The literature review identified one known archaeological site, the 

Miller Street Landfill (45KI760), located within the West Approach area. 

Miller Street Landfill (45KI760) 

Landfills were developed at the north end of the Arboretum in the 

marsh near Union Bay. When SR 520 was built in 1961, a dump of 

bottles was found dating from 1904. This site was located on the knoll 

east of where Arboretum Creek would have entered Lake Washington 

before the lake was lowered and at the informal end of Montlake 

Boulevard before it was extended to the University of Washington. The 

bottle dump may have been part of a sanitary landfill with access off 

Miller Street (which later came to be known as the Miller Street Dump, 

45KI760, and now is known as the Miller Street Landfill) that was used 

until 1936 (BOLA and Kiest 2003). 

BOAS (2007) conducted additional research and subsurface testing for 

the Miller Street Landfill and reported that the landfill operated from 

about 1910 until 1936. Subsurface testing identified a diverse 

assemblage that included beverage and condiment bottles, medicine 

bottles, tableware, brick, shoes, clothing fragments, food waste, metal 

debris, ash, charcoal, and oxidized sediments. A human patella 

(kneecap) was recovered in a shovel probe, but subsequent excavation 

of a 2-by-2-meter unit around the find demonstrated that the bone was 

an isolate without association with other skeletal remains. Hospital 

waste recovered from probes in the general vicinity led to a conclusion 
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that the patella likely was from a surgical amputati on. Additional 

subsurface testing did not identify additional human remains. Artifacts 

analyzed during the testing indica te a context date spanning from 

about 1910 to the 1920s. The deposits were very well stratified and up 

to four meters deep. Complete site boundaries were not entirely 

identified, particularly along the southwestern, southern, and 

southeastern sides of the landfill deposit. BOAS recommended the site 

eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D and recommended 

that a determination of eligibility for the site be completed. No formal 

Determination of Eligibility Form and evaluation have been prepared 

for SHPO concurrence, because additional information must be 

collected to evaluate its historical significance. 

Traditional Cultural Resources in the Seattle 
Study Area 

The ethnographic record for the Seattle study area is particularly 

detailed, and this area was densely populated prior to non-Indian 

settlement. This is partly because two prominent Duwamish families 

lived in the area well into the twentieth century. Several places are 

culturally important to the Lakes Duwamish people in the lowland 

areas between I-5 and Lake Washington (BOAS 2005: Appendix B). Two 

Indian homesteads associated with ethnographic place names are 

located on either side of Portage Bay. The Chehsiahud settlement area is 

within the SR 520 APE and extends south to the southernmost extent of 

Portage Bay. It was located on property above a marsh or wetland 

(BOAS 2005: Figure 3, #113; Appendix B). The cultural resources 

analysts could not determine just how extensively the Chehsiahud area 

had been modified in the past, although modification of the area 

through residential, roadway, and SR 520 construction is considerable. 

It may or may not be possible to determine whether any homestead, 

historic, or pre-contact cultural deposits are present.  

The Chehsiahud family commemorative monument plaque at the foot 

of Shelby Street is probably not the exact location of the original 

homestead. The plaque commemorates local historical events and 

suggests that people of Duwamish descent still acknowledge the area as 

part of their history and actively participate in relating that history 

within their community.  

The Montlake portage area was an important resource procurement 

area and meeting place for several Tribes as they traveled between 

Puget Sound and the Cascade Mountains (BOAS 2005: Appendix B). 
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Activities took place along the shorel ines, stream outlets, wetlands, and 

prairies nearby. Construction has extensively modified this area since 

the mid-1800s (BOAS 2005: Appendix F). Excavation across the portage 

and fill placed in the vicinity have likely obliterated evidence of Indian 

use of the portage and its shorelines. It is unlikely that the Montlake 

portage area retains cultural significance except as a reference to travel 

routes used in the 1800s (BOAS 2005: Appendix H). BOAS (2005) found 

no indication that it would meet the criteria of a TCP. 

Union Bay was affected first by the lowering of Lake Washington and 

then by the placement of large quantities of fill in the former bay (BOAS 

2005: Appendix F). Both events resulted in the elimination of 

Duwamish use of this area as a fishery. The extent to which either event 

had any effect on possible cultural deposits in the fishtrap locations is 

not known. No evidence exists in the documented record of continued 

access to or use of this area by Lakes Duwamish descendants (BOAS 

2005: Appendix H). BOAS (2005) found no indication that it would 

meet the criteria of a TCP. 

Foster Island 

Foster Island is the only location wi thin the Seattle segment that is of 

considerable interest and concern to all Tribes with members who can 

trace ancestry to the Montlake portage area and to the two Lakes 

Duwamish families who most recently lived there.  

As discussed earlier, people living nearby on both sides of the Montlake 

portage and travelers through the area used Foster Island as a burial 

ground (BOAS 2005: Figure 3, #110; Appendix B; BOAS 2007). 

Therefore, it is possible that the island could retain buried human 

remains, although the island has been severely modified. Construction 

of SR 520 significantly disturbed the central portion of the island, but 

areas north and south of SR 520 could potentially contain intact 

archaeological deposits at or near the ground surface. 

NRHP Evaluation 

The Foster Island burial ground location is a tangible property. 

Although it has not been used as a burial ground for more than 

100 years, it retains significance as an important place to people of 

Duwamish descent. At present, the property has inexact boundaries 

resulting from lowering of Lake Washington and placement of 

construction fill over a period of about 100 years. The Montlake portage 

made the area an important meeting place for people coming from 

many directions. In addition, people from several tribes may have been 

SDEIS_DR_CULT_FINAL.DOC 59 



  

  

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Supplemental Draft EIS 

buried there. Foster Island is recognizable as an island even though 

much of the Foster Island area has been altered by development of the 

University of Washington, the Montlake Cut, initial construction of 

SR 520, and wetland redevelopment. 

Even through the Foster Island area has been physically altered, it 

retains some degree of topographic identity and has considerable 

cultural importance to the Duwamish Tribe and people of Duwamish 

descent from several Tribes. It also is of significance to many Tribes 

whose members traveled through the area and may have been buried 

there en route. Although not formally recorded at the present time, 

FHWA considers Foster Island to be a TCP, eligible for the NRHP. 

Further investigation, documentation, and analysis will be undertaken 

to identify the site boundaries and complete a formal determination of 

eligibility for the TCP. It is assumed that all of Foster Island will be 

included in the TCP boundary. 

Foster Island is recognized as a place of great cultural importance to 

Native American tribes of the area. In addition to being a burial 

ground, important spiritual events were conducted on the island or in 

its immediate vicinity. It is being treated as eligible for the NRHP under 

Criterion A (events important to history) and Criterion D (potential to 

contribute information important to hi story). Foster Island could also be 

considered eligible for the NRHP as an archaeological site, but this is 

currently unknown. Further archeological investigation at Foster Island 

could result in the discovery of below-ground resources that could 

warrant determination of the island eligible under Criterion D as an 

archaeological site. The following subsections discuss Foster Island in 

relation to criteria for listing in the NRHP. 

Criterion A. Association with even ts that have made a significant 
contribution to broad patterns in our history. 
Foster Island is a topographic entity that is still recognizable as an 

island landform and is known for its original purpose as a cemetery. 

Foster Island serves to identify the significance of the Montlake portage 

area to the history of Seattle. Prior to non-Indian settlement, the island 

was used as a cemetery in an area densely populated by native people, 

as well as an area that experienced considerable traffic from many 

directions. From this area, Lakes Duwamish and other native people 

moved through uplands and the lakes and channels. They engaged in 

fishing, resource harvesting areas, and transporting goods for their own 

use and the use of early settlers.  
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During early settlement of Seattle, the Lakes Duwamish people worked 

for founding pioneer David Denny in his business ventures; they 

attempted to adjust to and follow the dictates of the U.S. government by 

homesteading; and they finally gave up their homes as Seattle 

continued to develop. By the time Lake Washington was lowered by the 

Montlake Cut, Lakes Duwamish and other native people no longer 

occupied their traditional places, although they often visited them. 

The Montlake portage area, and with it Foster Island, is still significant 

to the descendants of the Zakuse and Cheshiahud families who lived 

and homesteaded here. These descendants are presently members of 

several Tribes. The significance of the area is expressed in the desire of 

Duwamish descendant Mr. de los Angeles and others to perform a 

burning ceremony for the dead who we re once placed on Foster Island. 

Through their investigation, BOAS (2007) determined that the greater 

Montlake Portage area would not meet the necessary requirements as a 

TCP, but Foster Island was potentially eligible and further research was 

necessary. 

Criterion B. Association with the lives of persons significant in our 
past. 
James Zakuse and John Cheshiahud and their families were important 

in the founding and early development of Seattle. The homestead 

location of Cheshiahud has been commemorated as a small park; the 

Zakuse homestead location is not noted. Both individuals are also 

associated with David Denny and the Denny family who are significant 

persons in the development of this region. James Zakuse also was an 

important healer and spiritual leader and would, by profession, have 

had frequent access to Foster Island for ceremonial purposes. The 

Zakuse homestead was equidistant from a spedak site and the cemetery 

at Foster Island. The homestead also was associated with the legend of 

Owl and his wife Frog (Owl often has associations with the dead). 

Criterion C. Embodiment of the di stinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, or method of construction or representative of the 
work of a master, or possessing high artistic value. 
This criterion does not appear to apply to Foster Island except as a 

geographic area with considerable cultural significance. 

Criterion D. Yielding, or likely to  yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 
The Foster Island cemetery, though ineligible simply as a cemetery 

(Consideration D: Cemeteries), reflects the long historical association 

between the Lakes Duwamish, the Montlake portage area, and contacts 

between many Tribes. The cemetery is significant as a historic reference 
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point as well as an ancient burial area. Some tribal governments have 

been identified as having an interest in the study area (Duwamish 

Tribe, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Snoqualmie Tribe, Suquamish Tribe, 

and Yakama Nation). Several other Tribes may have an interest in the 

area to the extent that tribal members are descended from families who 

lived within or near the SR 520 corridor. 

Because of the sensitive nature of Foster Island, BOAS (2007) 

recommended additional archaeological investigation of the landform 

once the final project design is complete, in close consultation with the 

interested Tribes. 

Historic Built Environment Properties in the 
Seattle Study Area 

In the Seattle study area, there are eight properties listed in the NRHP. 

There is also one property listed in the WHR but not in the NRHP. 

There are nine designated Seattle Landmarks, including five of the 

NRHP-listed properties and the WHR-listed property. Exhibit 13 shows 

these previously identified properties, with property identification 

numbers (IDs) that locate them on the maps in Exhibit 14. For more 

detailed information on these properties, see Attachment 4 for the 

previous nomination forms completed for them. Only those properties 

not already listed or determined eligible for listing in the NRHP were 

evaluated for NRHP eligibility in this report. 

Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 in Attachment 3 provide information about the 

217 built environment properties surveyed within the Seattle segment 

of the APE that predate 1972, along with their NRHP or other eligibility 

status, grouped by historic districts and by those that are not within any 

district boundaries. These tables contain property ID numbers that 

show where to locate the properti es on Exhibit 14. Exhibit 14 (14a 

through 14g) shows the locations of these properties within the APE, 

and indicates their eligibility. Attachment 3 also contains the HPI forms 

for each property surveyed. Of the 217 properties surveyed, 141 are 
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Exhibit 13. Previously Identified Historic Properties in the Seattle Segment 

Property ID 
Number Name and Location of Resource 

Date of 
Construction Eligibility Status 

37 Roanoke Park Historic District 1899-1939 Listed in the NRHP; listed in the WHR 

38 Parsons, William House 

2706 Harvard Avenue East 

1903 Listed in the NRHP; listed in the WHR, designated Seattle 
Landmark 

53 Montlake Cut 

Lake Washington Ship Canal 

1916 Listed in the NRHP [Chittenden Locks and Related Features of 
the Lake Washington Ship Canal multiple property listing]; listed 
in the WHR; designated Seattle Landmark 

54 Montlake Bridge 

Montlake Boulevard NE over Lake Washington Ship Canal 

1924 Listed in the NRHP [Historic Bridges/Tunnels in Washington 
State]; listed in the WHR; designated Seattle Landmark 

55 Seattle Yacht Club – Main Station 

1807 East Hamlin Street 

1919 Listed in the NRHP; listed in the WHR; designated Seattle 
Landmark 

201 Arboretum Aqueduct also known as Arboretum Sewer 
Trestle 

Lake Washington Boulevard in the Washington Park 
Arboretum 

1912 Listed in the NRHP [Historic Bridges/Tunnels in Washington 
State]; listed in the WHR; designated Seattle Landmark 

203 Naval Military Hangar – University Shell House (Canoe 
House) 

University of Washington Campus 

1918 Listed in the NRHP; listed in the WHR 

215 More Hall Annex (former Nuclear Reactor Building) 

University of Washington Campus 

1961 Listed in the NRHP; listed in the WHR 

10 Denny-Fuhrman School (Seward School) 

2515 Boylston Avenue East  

1893; 1905; 
1917 

Three building campus – designated Seattle Landmark; 1893 
Seward School Lunchroom and Gymnasium is also listed in the 
WHR 

16 L’Amourita Apartment Building 

2901 Franklin Avenue East 

1909 Designated Seattle Landmark 

SDEIS_DR_CULT_FINAL.DOC 63 



  

  

 

   

   

 

  

  

 

  

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Supplemental Draft EIS 

Exhibit 13. Previously Identified Historic Properties in the Seattle Segment 

Property ID 
Number Name and Location of Resource 

Date of 
Construction Eligibility Status 

126 Montlake Community Center 

1618 East Calhoun Street 

1935 Designated Seattle Landmark 

200 Seattle Japanese Garden 

1075 Lake Washington Boulevard East, Washington Park 
Arboretum 

1960 Designated Seattle Landmark 
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eligible for the NRHP, either individually or as contributing elements to 

a historic district, and 76 are not eligible for the NRHP. 

The survey identified one NRHP-eligible historic district, known as 

Montlake Historic District. There ar e 145 properties from the Montlake 

Historic District in the APE; 109 of the properties are contributing to the 

district, including 35 that are individually eligible (that is, eligible 

independent of the district) and the individually listed Seattle Yacht 

Club, and 36 properties are not contributing to the district. Excluding 

those properties that are located in historic districts, the survey 

identified 33 individually eligible properties within the Seattle segment 

of the APE. Those properties that were previously identified as 

designated Seattle Landmarks or as being listed in the WHR but had 

not been determined eligible for the NRHP were evaluated under 

NRHP criteria. Exhibit 15 lists the surveyed properties in the Seattle 

segment of the APE that are eligible for the NRHP. The following 

sections discuss all of these properties in detail. 

Roanoke Park Historic District 

Property ID 37 – Period of Significance 1899 to 1939 

Eligible under Criteria A and C 

Roanoke Park Historic District is located on the northeast side of the 

intersection of SR 520 and I-5. It was listed in the NRHP in July 2009. 

The boundaries of the historic distri ct are roughly East Roanoke Street, 

Harvard Avenue East, East Shelby Street, and 10th Avenue East, and 

include Roanoke Park located at 910 East Roanoke Street (Exhibit 16). 

The entire Roanoke Park Historic District is included in the APE, with 

101 properties. Eighty of these are contributing elements to the district, 

including Roanoke Park itself and the individually listed Parsons 

House. The National Register nomination form is included in 

Attachment 4 (O’Connor et al. 2009). The following paragraphs detail 

some of the defining characteristics and historic significance of this 

district. According to the nomination: 

The Roanoke Park Historic District is eligible for listing on the National 

Register under Criterion “A” for its direct association with events that 

made a significant contribution to  the broad patterns of local and 

national history. The district is also significant under Criterion “C” for 

its collection of early 20th century residential architecture designed by 

many notable Seattle architects. The period of significance for the 

Roanoke Park Historic District begins in 1899 (the earliest construction 

date) and ends in 1939 (the date the neighborhood was built out). 
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Exhibit 15. Summary of Surveyed NRHP-Eligible Properties Identified in the Seattle Segment (listed in the order discussed) 
Property Street Address/ Property Date of 

ID Location Name Construction NRHP Eligibility Exhibit 

37� Northeast side of Roanoke Period of 
the intersection Park Historic Significance 
of SR 520 and District 1899 to 1939 
I-5 

Criterion A: direct association with events that made a significant contribution to the 14a 
broad patterns of local and national history. 

Criterion C: collection of early 20th century residential architecture designed by 
many notable Seattle architects. 

The entire Roanoke Park Historic District is included in the APE, with 101 
properties. Eighty of these are contributing elements to the district, including 
Roanoke Park itself and the individually listed Parsons House (see Attachment 4). 

238� Roughly 
bounded by 
Washington Park 
Arboretum, 
Portage Bay, 
Montlake Cut, 
and Interlaken 
Park or 
Boulevard 

Montlake Period of 
Historic Significance 
District 1905 to 1952 

Criterion C: significant, cohesive collection of residential architecture typical of 14b� 
early twentieth century Seattle, with a combination of distinctive builders’ houses, �
high-style, architect-designed residences, and impressive non-residential �
structures. �

There are 145 properties from the Montlake Historic District in the APE; 109 of �
these are contributing elements, including 35 that are individually eligible and one �
that is individually listed in the NRHP, and 36 properties that are not contributing. �
(For a listing of all contributing, non-contributing, and individually eligible properties �
in the Montlake Historic District, see Attachment 3.) �

56 2723 Montlake 
Boulevard NE 

NOAA 
Northwest 
Fisheries 
Science 
Center 

1931; 1939; 
1940; 1965; 

1966 

Of the five potentially historic buildings, three are individually eligible for the NRHP 
under Criteria A and C. Only the original building on the site, constructed in 1931, 
(Exhibit 23) is contributing to the Montlake Historic District.  

14b 

14 2815 Boylston 
Avenue E. 

Shelby 
Apartments 

1928 Criterion C: embody the distinctive characteristics of an architectural type. 

Multiple Property Nomination for Seattle Apartment Buildings, 1900-1957.  

14a 

16 2901 Franklin 
Avenue E 

L’ Amourita 
Apartments 

1909 Criterion C: embody the distinctive characteristics of an architectural type. 

Multiple Property Nomination for Seattle Apartment Buildings, 1900-1957. 

Designated Seattle Landmark. 

14a 

18 2923 Franklin 
Avenue E 

Franklin 
Apartments 

1927 Criterion C: embody the distinctive characteristics of an architectural type. 

Multiple Property Nomination for Seattle Apartment Buildings, 1900-1957. 

14a 

17 2919 Franklin 
Avenue E 

Franklin 
Apartments 

1927 Criterion C: embody the distinctive characteristics of an architectural type. 

Multiple Property Nomination for Seattle Apartment Buildings, 1900-1957. 

14a 
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Exhibit 15. Summary of Surveyed NRHP-Eligible Properties Identified in the Seattle Segment (listed in the order discussed) 
Property 

ID 
Street Address/ 

Location 
Property 

Name 
Date of 

Construction NRHP Eligibility Exhibit 

226 2411 42nd 
Avenue E 

Edgewater 
Condo-
miniums 

1938-40 Criterion C: embody the distinctive characteristics of an architectural type. 

Multiple Property Nomination for Seattle Apartment Buildings, 1900-1957. 

14f 

4 1980 Harvard 
Avenue E 

Chung 
House 

1932 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Tudor Revival 
style. 

14a 

10 2515 Boylston 
Avenue E. 

Denny-
Fuhrman 
(Seward) 
School 

1893; 1899; 
1905; 1917 

Three buildings – All eligible under Criteria A & C. 

Criterion A: associated with education in Seattle and the development of the 
Eastlake community. 

Criterion C: embody distinctive characteristics of a type and period of architecture 
and as an excellent example of late 19th and early 20th century public school 
buildings. 

14a 

Designated Seattle Landmark; 1893/99 building is also listed in the WHR. 

15 2847 Franklin 
Avenue E 

Gilmore 
House 

1907 Criterion C: embody the distinctive characteristics of a Craftsman style American 
Foursquare.  

14a 

20 2352 Broadway 
Avenue East 

Talder 
House 

1909 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Queen Anne 
style. 

14a 

23 2408 Broadway 
Avenue East 

Sugamura 
House 

1910 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Arts and 
Crafts/Prairie style. 

14a 

22 904 East Miller 
Street 

East Miller 
Condo-
minium 

1911 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Arts and 
Crafts/Prairie style. 

14a 

25 910 East Miller 
Street 

Wicklund-
Jarr House 

1905 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Arts and Crafts/ 
Craftsman style. 

14a 

26 914 East Miller 
Street 

Glover 
Homes 
Building 

1910 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Arts and Crafts/ 
Craftsman style. 

14a 

27 2351 10th 
Avenue E 

Keuss 
Building 

1930 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Art Deco/PWA 
Moderne style. 

14a 

SDEIS_DR_CULT_FINAL.DOC 83 



  

  

 
  

   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  

 
  

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

  
  

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

I-5 to Medina: Bridge Replacement and HOV Project | Supplemental Draft EIS 

Exhibit 15. Summary of Surveyed NRHP-Eligible Properties Identified in the Seattle Segment (listed in the order discussed) 
Property 

ID 
Street Address/ 

Location 
Property 

Name 
Date of 

Construction NRHP Eligibility Exhibit 

36 901 East 
Roanoke Street 

Fire Station 
22 

1965 Criterion A: associated with the development of the Seattle Fire Department. 

Criterion C: embodies a distinctive Modern architectural style (will reach 50 years 
old in 2015). 

14a 

39 2422 Federal 
Avenue E 

Boyd House 1907 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Arts and Crafts/ 
Craftsman style. 

14a 

45 1118 East 
Roanoke Street 

Gunby, 
Andrew 
House 

1940 Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its period, and is the 
work of a master architect.  

14a 

48 2545 Boyer 
Avenue E 

Mason, 
Alden House 

1949 Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its period, and is the 
work of a master architect.  

14a 

Criterion B: associated with Alden Mason, noted Seattle artist and influential long-
time faculty member at the University of Washington. 

52 2518 Boyer 
Avenue E 

Kelley 
House 

1909 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Arts and 
Crafts/Swiss Chalet style. 

14a 

200 2300 Arboretum 
Drive E 

Washington 
Park 
Arboretum 

1903 Criterion B: associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of history, including the Alaska-Yukon-Pacific Exposition, the 
development of the University of Washington, the work of the WPA, and the 
development of the parks system in Seattle. 

14b, 
14c 

Criterion C: represents the work of a master for its design by the noted Olmsted 
Brothers, as well as the many talented designers and architects who contributed to 
its multiple designed features. 

Includes Arboretum Aqueduct (1912) – Listed in the NRHP [Historic 
Bridges/Tunnels in Washington State], listed in the WHR, designated Seattle 
Landmark; and Seattle Japanese Garden (1960) – Designated Seattle Landmark. 

205 University of 
Washington 
Campus 

Bloedel Hall 1971 Criterion C: distinctive architectural design in a unique Northwest Regional 
vocabulary. 

14d 
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Exhibit 15. Summary of Surveyed NRHP-Eligible Properties Identified in the Seattle Segment (listed in the order discussed) 
Property Street Address/ Property Date of 

ID Location Name Construction NRHP Eligibility Exhibit 

206� University of Winken- 1963 Criterion C: distinctive architectural design in a unique Northwest Regional 14d 
Washington werder vocabulary.  
Campus Forest 

Sciences �
Laboratory �

212� University of Hewitt 1946 Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its period, and is the 14d 
Washington Wilson work of a master architect.  
Campus Ceramics 

Laboratory 

213 University of Wilcox Hall 1963 Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its period, and is the 14d 
Washington (former work of a master architect.  
Campus Roberts Hall 

Addition and 
Computer 
Center) 

214� University of More Hall 1946-48 Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its period, and is the 14d 
Washington work of a master architect.  
Campus 

216 Montlake Pavilion 1938 Criterion C: embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of the Art Deco/PWA 14d 
Boulevard NE Pedestrian Moderne style. 

Bridge University of �
Washington �
Campus� 

217� University of Graves Hall 1963 Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its period and is the work 14d, 
Washington of a master architect. 14e 
Campus 

220� University of University of 1960 Criterion C: an important example of regional modernism and represents the 14e 
Washington Washington design of significant local architects. 
Campus Club 
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Exhibit 15. Summary of Surveyed NRHP-Eligible Properties Identified in the Seattle Segment (listed in the order discussed) 
Property Street Address/ Property Date of 

ID Location Name Construction NRHP Eligibility Exhibit 

221� University of Montlake 1958 Criterion C: embodies distinctive design and important engineering qualities, and is 14e 
Washington Boulevard the work of a master.  
Campus Pedestrian 

Overpass �
South� 

222� University of Montlake 1958 Criterion C: embodies distinctive design and important engineering qualities, and is 14e 
Washington Boulevard the work of a master. 
Campus Pedestrian 

Overpass �
North� 

223� University of McMahon 1965 Criterion C: distinctive architectural design and as the work of a recognized master 14e 
Washington Hall (will reach 50 years old in 2015). 
Campus 

224� University of CENPA 1948 Criterion A: associated with the broad patterns of the development of nuclear 14e 
Washington Instrument physics.  
Campus Shop Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its type and period, and 

(former is the work of a master architect. 
Cyclotron �
Shop)� 

225� University of North 1949 Criterion A: associated with the broad patterns of the development of nuclear 14e 
Washington Physics physics.  
Campus Laboratory Criterion C: embodies distinctive characteristics unique to its type and period, and 

(CENPA) is the work of a master architect. 
(former �
Nuclear �
Physics �
Laboratory/ �
Cyclotron) �
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The nomination also describes the defining physical characteristics of 

the district: 

The district is tightly unified geographically, with 96 single-family 

residences and 3 houses now serving as duplexes on relatively 

small lots usually 50 feet wide and 110 feet deep. The park…is the 

district’s chief amenity apart from its views.... A sense of pleasant 

confinement and shelter comes from the large elms and horse 

chestnuts that shield the park and surrounding streets from the 

arterial at the district’s south end. The continuous blocks of East 

Shelby Street with no perpendicular interruptions … clearly mark 

the north boundary of the district… 

The Olmsted Brothers had identified Block 9 of the Denny-Fuhrman 

Addition as a good place for a park to connect with Interlaken Park 

and its western viewpoint, now the Bagley…Viewpoint. The Parks 

Department acquired the 2.2 acres of Block 9 in 1908 and 

established Roanoke Park. 

…[A] streetcar finally came direct ly to the neighborhood and its 

new park just west and north of the viewpoint on the western edge 

of Interlaken Park. At the same time, preparations for the Alaska

Yukon-Pacific Exposition of 1909 turned the attention of both locals 

and visitors to the north, where the new suburb happened to lie on 

a plateau overlooking the Exposition grounds. 

The greatest number of houses in the district [was] built in 1908, 

1909, and 1910. 

Eligible under Criterion A for its contribution to the patterns of history, 

the “Roanoke Park Historic District drew some of Seattle’s and the 

country’s most authentic characters, powerful influencers, and notable 

benefactors.” The Roanoke Park neighborhood was an early streetcar 

suburb of Seattle, and the nomination notes that it was home to many 

influential residents, including Louisa Boren Denny, the last surviving 

member of the landing party at Alki Point, who spent her last years 

living in the Roanoke Park Historic District. Two early Seattle mayors 

lived in the neighborhood, Ole Hanson and Hugh Caldwell. Influential 

women in early Seattle called Roanoke Park home, including Bernice 

Stern, the first woman elected to the King County Council, later serving 

as King County Council chairwoman (Chesley 2006). Mrs. Stern, who 

also served on the Seattle City Council and, later, on the Washington 

State Transportation Commission, grew up in the neighborhood and 
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lived here in the early years of her marriage. Alice Franklin Bryant, 

another Roanoke Park resident, was known internationally as a peace 

activist and advocate for justice. She ran unsuccessfully for Congress on 

multiple occasions. She lectured around the world and received 

numerous honors, including recognition as a Distinguished Citizen by 

the Washington State House of Representatives (June 18, 1977), First 

Citizen of Seattle (November 19, 1976), Honorary Citizen of Hiroshima 

(1951), and a civilian decoration for materially contributing to the 

success of the war in the Pacific (1945) (Williams 1977). Jean Ross, who 

lived in the district from age 5 to 87 (from 1926 to 2008), was the first 

female engineer to work for Boeing. 

Harry W. Kent, a Roanoke Park resident, was one of the founders of the 

Kenworth Motor Truck Corporation, which incorporated in Seattle in 

January 1923. In 1929, Kent became president of the company. 

Kenworth began producing custom firetrucks in 1932, and in 1933 they 

became the first American truck manufacturer to install diesel engines 

as standard equipment. Kent remained president of the company until 

his death in 1937. During World War II Kenworth was a significant 

producer of military trucks, especially their famous M-l wreckers 

(Kenworth 2009). 

Also eligible under Criterion C, the “Roanoke Park Historic District is 

an oasis of substantial single-family residences, many of which were 

designed by architects of some renown…. The Roanoke Park Historic 

District contains a distinctive collection of housing stock representative 

of a forty-year period from 1899 through 1939.” 

According to the nomination, the district contains architectural styles 

including “Colonial Revival, Neo-classical Revival, Tudor Revival, 

Mission/Spanish Revival, English Arts and Crafts, Craftsman, 

American Foursquare, Italian Renaissance, French Norman Revival,” 

and many others. The nomination notes the following architects whose 

work is represented in the district: 

�x Eric Almquist 

�x Bebb & Gould  

�x Beezer Bros. 

�x Bertrand & Chamberlin  

�x Cutter & Malmgren (undocumented) 

�x Edward J. Duhamel 

�x W. E. Dwyer 

�x Julian Franklin Everett 
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�x Elmer Ellsworth Green 

�x Virgil Hall 

�x Charles Haynes 

�x Hunt & Wheatley 

�x Huntington & Gould  

�x Edwin J. Ivey 

�x Alvin L. Johnson 

�x Lawton & Moldenhour 

�x McClelland & Pinneh  

�x Edward L. Merritt  

�x Merritt, Hall & Merritt 

�x Frederick A. Sexton  

�x Bertram Dudley Stuart 

�x Victor W. Voorhees 

�x Thomas L. West  

�x Arthur Wheatley 

�x W. R. B. Willcox 

�x Willcox & Sayward 

�x Andrew Willatsen 

�x T. F. Bellamy 

�x John I. Mattson  

In addition to its architecture, the district is notable for its park and 

landscape. The nomination describes Roanoke Park as “the district’s 

jewel, a 2.2-acre, green gateway” to the neighborhood. It was originally 

included as a component in the Olmsted Brothers’ plan for Seattle’s 

parks and boulevard system as “the Roanoke terminus of Interlaken 

Park.” However, the construction of  SR 520 separated the Roanoke Park 

neighborhood from Interlaken Park and the rest of Capitol Hill. 

In reference to changes the park has experienced, the nomination states: 

“Roanoke Park has undergone an extensive renovation over the 

past ten years. Working with the Parks Department, the 

Department of Neighborhoods, and resident University of 

Washington Professor Emeritus of Landscape Architecture Robert 

Buchanan, residents and other volunteer groups have planted some 

500 trees in the neighborhood and at least 100 trees and thousands 

of shrubs and perennials in Roanoke Park, which now contains 79 

varieties of trees. Parents and other residents worked with the Parks 

Department to reconfigure, resurf ace, and re-equip the Buchanan-

redesigned playground at the north end of the park, and Buchanan 
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laid out a more pleasing, curvin g path and bed configuration to 

encourage strolling along the park’s paths and new beds. The 

informal basketball court under the evergreens was ‘formalized’ 

with a concrete pad, and a new hoop at standard height was 

installed.... Residents have bought new and more park benches to 

encourage visitors to spend time in the park.” 

As noted above, the park and neighborhood are home to a substantial 

tree collection. 

“The twenty-five mature elms in Roanoke Park and on the 

immediately surrounding streets are 100 years old and have been 

identified by City Arborist Nolan Rundquist as a ‘significant elm 

cluster.’ ...the Roanoke Neighborhood Elms Fund successfully 

nominated the handsome elm in the center of the park’s west lawn 

as a Heritage Elm within the City  of Seattle, marked by a small 

boulder and plaque at the elm’s foot.” 

In addition to the elms in the park, there are also elms along East Edgar 

Street from Tenth Avenue East to Harvard Avenue East, and along the 

St. Patrick’s Church curb lawns. The district also has mature horse 

chestnuts and hedge maples. 

Another aspect of the Roanoke Park Historic District is the distinctive 

views from the district. Because it sits up on a plateau, the district has 

unique views that contribute to its setting. As noted in the nomination: 

“To the east and the west the eye is drawn out to the lakes and even 

farther to the rugged often snowcapped mountains of the Cascades 

on the east and the Olympics on the west.” 

On the east side of the district, the view encompasses Portage Bay, the 

Montlake Cut, the historic Montlake  Bridge, the Seattle Yacht Club, and 

the unique NOAA Northwest Fisheries Science Center buildings. The 

Gothic Revival Suzzallo Library and other buildings on the University 

of Washington are visible across the bay to the northeast. On the west, 

the district view includes the downtown skyline, the Space Needle, 

Lake Union, the industrial structur es of Gas Works Park, and the east 

side of Queen Anne Hill. 

For examples of contributing resources in the Roanoke Park Historic 

District, see Exhibits 17 and 18. 
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Exhibit 17. 1018 East Roanoke Street – Gates- Exhibit 18. 2601 Broadway Avenue East – 
Bass Mansion, Roanoke Park Historic District Betterton-Hillman House, Roanoke Park  

Historic District 

The Gates-Bass Mansion at 1018 East Roanoke Street is one of the more 

ornate houses in the district and occupies one of the finest sites, 

overlooking the bluff and Portage Bay on a large corner lot. The 

Betterton-Hillman House at 2601 Broadway Avenue East is a 

substantial residence with Craftsman details, typical of properties in the 

historic district. This house faces Roanoke Park. Although some of the 

properties in the Roanoke Park Historic District have experienced some 

alterations over time, including the park itself, they remain 

substantially intact, with a few exce ptions. Overall, the contributing 

resources in the district and the historic district itself display good 

integrity. 

Montlake Historic District 

Property ID 238 – Period of Significance 1905 to 1952 

Eligible under Criterion C 

The Montlake area is generally considered to be from the Washington 

Park Arboretum to Portage Bay, wi th the northern boundary at the 

Montlake Cut and the southern boun dary often listed as Interlaken 

Park or Interlaken Boulevard. The name “Montlake” frequently appears 

on maps, including the Thomas Guide, as the label for this entire 

neighborhood. The Montlake neighborhood meets the eligibility criteria 

for an NRHP historic district under Criterion C. For boundaries of the 

Montlake Historic District proposed by the Montlake Community Club, 

see Exhibit 19. The SHPO concurred on the NRHP eligibility of the 

Montlake Historic District on August 27, 2009. 

Taken as a whole, the area represents a significant, cohesive collection 

of residential architecture typical of early twentieth century Seattle, 

with a combination of distinctive builders’ houses, high-style, architect-
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